
Background

Franklin County Visitors Bureau (FCVB) is a heritage-cultural organization, supporting long-term 

development of communities through a travel and tourism strategy and is the nexus of the county’s 

public relations efforts. It invites the public to explore history, arts and architecture, recreation, natural 

beauty, fresh foodsand the warm hospitality of communities like Chambersburg, Greencastle,

Mercersburg, Shippensburg, and Waynesboro. With this approach, FCVB strives to increase awareness 

and visitation while recognizing and respecting the assets that make Franklin County an attractive 

destination. (Appendix A - Plan on a Page)

Franklin County’s collective character of place brings visitors. The 2015 PA Tourism study, 

conducted by Tourism Associates, identified $326.7 million in annual traveler spending for the county.

Of 65 Pennsylvania counties involved in tourism, Franklin County ranks 28th in visitors spending, 

according to the 2015 study from the PA Tourism Office. These visitors are not seeking an urban 

environment, club-experience or an expansive shopping outlet. This is not the face of Franklin County 

tourism. But, beautiful views, year-round recreation, cultural heritage, fresh foods, state forests, history, 

and open spaces are. Heritage-cultural visitors want Franklin County.

The 29-mile Independence Energy Connection-West Project (lEC-West Project) puts Franklin

County tourism at risk.

Value Consideration

According to a 2015 report released by the Pennsylvania Restaurant and Lodging Association 

(PRLA), every $1 invested in tourism marketing generates $3.43 in tax revenue. These tax revenues 

support the Pennsylvania general fund and are used to pay for public safety, education and other 

essential programs. The Pennsylvania Department of Community and Economic Development

recognizes tourism as a major economic driver for the Commonwealth. In recent years as the state
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struggles to balance funding, tourism promotion of Pennsylvania is being shouldered more and more by 

the collective promotion of the forty-eight visitors bureaus/destination marketing organizations of

Pennsylvania, working in their areas to attract visitor spending and tourism business investment.

Tourism is a dedicated effort and its impact is often not realized until the tourism is not viable.

In Franklin County, tourism is not simply about a marketing plan. It also includes responsible, sustainable 

development, recognition and designation of heritage-cultural places and stories, and a support system 

for partnering and collaborating. FCVB is a relatively young visitors bureau, actively implementing a 

program of work in 2007. Consider Franklin County's older and more well-known sibling—Adams County 

tourism, which includes the Gettysburg Battlefield and the South Mountain Fruit Belt. In the most recent

Tourism Economics study, Gettysburg and Adams County traveler spending was $686.7 million. Traveler 

spending correlates to the desire of the visitor to see the destination but also to lodging capacity, 

transportation corridors, and urbanization of the county (Appendix B - Dutch Country Study 2015).

Though Franklin County generates about half the revenue of Adams County, Franklin County tourism is a 

worthwhile contributor to the economy of the county and the state. As well, Franklin County tourism 

and Adams County tourism share the same heritage-cultural tourists and complete the others Civil War 

history.
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Consider Character

"The County encompasses an area of 754 square miles and had an estimated population in 

2000 of 129,318. Rolling hills, forests, mountains, valleys and clear springs create the beauty of Franklin 

County. With the diversity of Franklin County's economic base, the residents enjoy the advantages of 

both urban and rural opportunities within the County. Due to this diversified makeup and the rich 

history of Franklin County, tourism is a major component of the county's economy.

Since its establishment in 1784, Franklin County has enjoyed a steady, healthy growth and has 

become the financial and commercial center of much of the Cumberland Valley. With two major 

railroads, the Conrail and the CSX, and the meeting place for three major highways: Route 30, Route 11 

and Interstate 81, Franklin County grows daily.

In addition to commercial growth, Franklin County continues to support a healthy farm industry 

with the County ranking second in the state in the production of milk, meat, apples and peaches. There 

are currently 1,690 farms in the County consisting of 255,500 acres.



The approach to tourism in Franklin County is a measured effort, considering the identity of

Franklin County, as described in the previous excerpt from the County of Franklin website. It is a 

methodical approach to educate and build awareness of Franklin County heritage, cultural, agriculture, 

and natural assets in authentic and balanced promotion. Such an approach is essential for a healthy 

tourism future. Franklin County tourism is not simply hotels, restaurants, and fuel stations on an 

interstate exit. It is reflective and integrates with the character of Franklin County.

The Center for Rural Pennsylvania designates a rural county relative to population density.

Franklin County is identified as rural. The county actively seeks to balance development, prioritize 

farmland, and keep development in the areas of existing development. Two of the goals set forth in the

Franklin County Comprehensive Plan reinforce the character of Franklin County.

• The land use goal fosters continued livability and success of urban communities and

communities embedded within the rural landscape.

• The economic development goal promotes economic opportunities while retaining

agriculture and community character. With this goal, it seeks to encourage tourism- 

oriented initiatives.

lEC-West is not in keeping with the county character or plan for tourism.

Impacts of lEC-West on Tourism Assets

The 29-mile lEC-West Project crosses high-quality and long-standing agricultural land, a Class A 

trout stream, a documented corridor of the Underground Railroad, diverse bird and wetland habitats, 

more than 200 years of German history and culture, and an amazing view shed that visitors say reminds 

them of the countryside of Bavaria, Germany.
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The County also has 39,780 acres of state forest lands with approximately 15,178 acres as state 

game lands. The Falling Spring is one of the best natural trout streams in the nation, and it meanders 

through Chambersburg. Wildlife abounds throughout the County: white-tail deer, fox, coyote, black 

bear, and wild turkey to name a few."



The Falling Spring Trout Stream is a high-quality wild trout stream, one of the best in the Eastern

U.S. It has an abundance of wild rainbow trout and wild brown trout. Franklin County pairs up limestone 

spring waters and the fertile soils of the county. When soils are fertile, it feeds insects and worms, which 

along with the slight alkalinity of the water makes an excellent habitat for trout (Appendix C - Falling

Spring). In addition to the Falling Spring Trout Stream, several areas along the route of lEC-West infringe 

on streams and wetland areas. Some are on private property; others can be publicly accessed, such as 

the public fishing areas on the bucolic streams and wetlands adjoining the picnic grounds of the Owls

Club, off Marsh Road.

In addition to fishing, wetland habitats are an ideal opportunity for birders. The Louisiana Water

Thrush, identified in the Audubon PA South Mountain Birding Guide, is a neotropical song bird attracted 

to the same areas populated by brown trout.

The annual bird counts of local Audubon chapters support the diversity of birds throughout

Franklin County (Appendix D - Audubon Count). South Mountain is identified by the Pennsylvania Game

Commission as one of the top 25 sites for birding. In recent years, birders and wildlife enthusiasts have 

spotted snowy white owls in Franklin County, near Mercersburg and Shippensburg. With the county's 

hayfields, grassland, and open meadows, owls find a good supply of prey and habitat to live and nest in 

the adjoining forest land. Bald eagles, though no longer as rare as snowy owls, have several nests 

throughout Franklin County. lEC-West pre-construction, construction, maintenance of vegetation, and 

future repair will disturb these habitats and create a cycle of habitat disturbance that can uproot or 

eliminate members of species vital to the ecosystems that are at basic to the wildlife recreation and 

ecotourism in Franklin County.

Beyond the construction phase, placed power lines are an ongoing danger to birds. Franklin

County is a bird migratory pathway. Raptors like snowy owls and bald eagles are a large part of bird 

deaths related to transmission lines. The U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service estimates up to 57 million birds are 
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killed annually in the United States from collision with power lines during migration. Raptors and larger 

birds are particularly susceptible.

As diverse as wetlands habitats (Appendix E - Natural Areas) are wetland functions. Slowly 

decomposing plant matter makes an organic, rich soil. Construction of the IEC Project and subsequent 

maintenance and repair will disrupt these soils and stir up sediment, endangering fish and aquatic life.

Crushing vegetation and compacting wetland soil can block flows, increase runoff, and change the 

wetlands capacity to hold water. Construction of access roads can change water flow and destroy the 

habitat. A 29-mile impact on quality soils of Franklin County is not a marginal consideration.

If forest area near the wetland must be removed, it changes the habitat. Once disturbed.

regrowth will take decades; and in that time, invasive plant species can overtake the area, further 

endangering wetlands and setting off a chain reaction of wildlife and plant life impacts. More and more, 

the collective and overall impact of misconstrued singular actions are recognized and inspected closely 

to better understand the complete and long-term consequences.

In Pennsylvania, wildlife-related recreation engages 4.6 million people annually (Appendix F 

2011 National Survey of Fishing, Hunting and Wildlife Associated Recreation - Pennsylvania). Anglers 

constitute 1.1 million, and hunters are 775,000. The remaining 3.6 million enthusiasts are wildlife 

watchers, of which 75% or 2.6 million are bird watchers. The total investment by all 4.6 million anglers, 

hunters, bird and wildlife watchers, and wildlife photographers represents $2.8 billion in wildlife 

recreation expenditures, which takes in dollars spent to visit or stay, dine, purchase equipment related 

to the wildlife hobby or sport, and cost for licenses. Wildlife recreation intertwines a variety of key 

elements of environment and nature, recreation and tourism, quality of life, and the shared revenue 

value for the counties and the overall Commonwealth. Reflective of the overall tendency of PA travelers 

to recreate and visit within their own state, more than 90% of all wildlife recreation is enjoyed by
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Pennsylvanians in Pennsylvania. lEC-West directly affects habitat and in turn impacts wildlife recreation, 

wildlife retail, tourism, and Pennsylvanians quality of life.

Open space and beautiful views are two powerful reasons to visit Franklin County. The views are 

relaxing and re-invigorating in a busy world. The impact of six wires carrying 230 kilovolts of electricity, 

mounted on 135-foot tall towers—with five towers every mile— spanning a 130-ft. wide and 29-miles 

corridor devastates the appeal. It is hard to imagine these metal giants looming across rolling 

farmland—prized Duffield loam, planted for centuries by German farmers. These early American 

farmers came to colonial America from 1725 to 1775 from Germany. They were good farmers, knew the 

soils where the best trees grew, and chose land accordingly. They applied their knowledge and farming 

customs to make Pennsylvania the breadbasket of the colonies (Appendix G - Franklin Fresh 2017).

Some of the land passed from generation to generation of farming families for more than 100 years.

Today, those lands are still farmed. Many of today's owners hold the same heritage, faith, and customs 

as their early ancestors.

The proposed siting of lEC-West in Franklin County impacts one of Pennsylvania's largest 

contiguous acres of high quality soil. Approximately one quarter of the project as proposed in

Pennsylvania would pass through Franklin County Agricultural Security Areas. More than 6 miles of lEC-

West is proposed to cross 13 high-value agriculture parcels, totaling over 1,655 acres. An additional one 

mile of the project would bisect three publicly preserved farms, totaling over 261 acres (Appendix H - Ag

Security Map).

Placing the transmission line across mile after mile of agricultural land puts generations of family 

farmers and their culture at risk. The farmland impacted is valuable soil and contributes to Pennsylvania 

crop production (Appendix l-Ag Census). Based on the most recent PA agriculture census and included 

on the WITF website from a Public Opinion article written by Jim Hook, Franklin County ranks #2 in 

vegetable production in the state of Pennsylvania. Franklin County is also the #2 milk producer, behind
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Lancaster County. Each July, a steady stream of visitors come to Franklin County in search of 

"Chambersburg peach," grown throughout orchard land of the county. Each year, thousands of visitors 

seek road side stands, fruit markets, pick-your own, farmers markets, creameries, and cheese makers 

(Appendix J - Franklin Fresh Listings). The appeal of freshly grown and locally grown food, paired with 

the atmosphere of farmland, is a strong part of Franklin County tourism, anchoring fall festivities with 

apple and pumpkin festivals, corn mazes, and fall hayrides.

In 2017, Google Analytics showed nearly 20% of visitors to ExploreFranklinCountyPA.com 

originated from the greater Washington DC area, and the area is a top source of Franklin County 

travelers. Not only are greater DC visitors benefiting from a heritage-cultural trip to Franklin County, but

Franklin County farms are feeding the greater Washington DC and Baltimore area. The county's 

agricultural products reach up to 1500 miles, and the DC-Baltimore area is a primary recipient.

One of Franklin County's early German farmers was Hiram Wertz. His great-greatgrandfather 

settled on land in Quincy around 1747, farming the land and building a home. When Hiram Wertz 

owned the farm, he lived off the land and was a captain of the Underground Railroad. He secured men, 

women and children, fleeing from slavery, in his barn. In March 1911, a narrative called "The

Underground Railroad," written by Hiram Wertz was presented to the Kittochtinny Society and included 

in its archives. An excerpt documents the Underground Railroad route of South Mountain in southern

Franklin County. In the paper, Wertz said:
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"The track which the fugitives used in passing through the sections in which I was to act as guide 

and preserver, led by way of the South Mountain from the Potomac River to the Pennsylvania border. 

Here the former bondsmen left the shelter of the deep forests and emerged into the open country. The 

first station in Pennsylvania was known as Shockey's. It was near the present village of Rouzerville at the 

mountain's foot. Thence, they were guided north to my father's barn, where they arrived generally in 

the very early morning and I fed them and guarded them during the day. When night came I led them 

north, about eight miles, to a settlement called Africa. This was near the old Caledonia furnace, owned 

by that great champion of the slaves, Thaddeus Stevens. (Appendix K - Hiram Wertz Underground 

Railroad)"



As escaping enslaved crossed the Mason Dixon Line, in this area, they also took refuge in Needy's Cave, 

behind Amsterdam Road. The cave has three chambers and an underground spring bubbles up inside as 

a source ofclean water. It was a perfect hiding place forthose seeking sanctuary north of the Mason

Dixon Line. Charles Blockson, national African American scholar, founder of African-American Collection 

at Temple University and historian, called Franklin County "a hazardous area of 100 miles which 

contained the most secretive, tangled lines of the Underground Railroad."

Heritage-cultural tourists want to immerse themselves into an experience. Seeing firsthand the 

artifacts of history, viewing the landscape, and hearing documented accounts give these visitors an 

authentic Underground Railroad tour. Franklin County is fortunate that the Hiram Wertz story was 

recorded. The land remains mostly agricultural, and the open view to the mountain side gives visitors an 

uncomplicated perspective of the how these refugees made their way from place to place. A 230- 

kilovolt transmission line is not part of this history.

Another historic connection across Franklin County is the Lincoln Highway. The Lincoln Highway 

is the first coast to coast highway that turned 100 in 1913 and traverses 3,389 miles through fourteen 

counties. One of Pennsylvania's Heritage Areas is the Lincoln Highway corridor, spanning 200 miles of 

the state and showcasing and outdoor museum approach to promoting the fourteen counties of

Pennsylvania crossed by the highway (Appendix L - Heritage Areas). Within a mile of the proposed 

tower behind the Lowe's Home Improvement Center are two of Franklin County's five outdoor museum 

artifacts. One of these is a Lincoln Highway mural on the Lincoln Lanes Bowling Center. It greets visitors 

traveling from Gettysburg to Chambersburg on the historic transcontinental highway. The second is one 

of the Lincoln Highways "art" gas pumps, located at Hover's Drive Inn. It is about a mile east of the 

shopping plazas where the transmission tower will be placed and its transmission lines will cross this 

portion of the Lincoln Highway Heritage Corridor.
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For this area, PennDot identifies 20,000 vehicles as an average daily rate. Locating the tower in 

this suburban shopping district jeopardizes an area that has worked to update facility and attract viable 

retail businesses to the spaces (Appendix M- Traffic Count). The atmosphere created by this tower, 

placed so close to a major corridor of traffic from Gettysburg to and in a suburban shopping area is a 

negative influence and impacts the shopping the corridor for the future. Evaluate the experience of 

buying spring plants or even a Christmas tree in the outdoor garden area of Lowe's with a 135-ft metal 

tower overhead, or using the newly constructed Patriot Federal Credit Union. Consider a future of 5-10 

years after these proposed structures and lines are placed. Because it is the nature of retail, there will be 

a time when a currently occupied business will be vacated. How will that be rented? What about the 

next? It is not hard to imagine the downward trend, starting and spiraling the occupancy and value of 

the retail space along this portion of Route 30. Empty stores are one thing, but an empty store with an 

up-close vantage point of a 135-ft metal tower, buzzing in the background, is creating economic 

disadvantage for this shopping corridor.

Heritage-cultural visitors to the Gettysburg area are more than 3 million annually. The majority 

are exploring the history of the Battle of Gettysburg. The history of the battle connects Franklin County 

and Gettysburg. The county was the prelude and the retreat of the Battle of Gettysburg. (Appendix N

Civil War Trails). With the Lincoln Highway connecting Gettysburg to Chambersburg, it is a Civil War 

buff's opportunity to take the historic road to explore more of the Invasion of Pennsylvania and the

Battle of Gettysburg in Franklin County. Based on a 2014 Rural Pennsylvania study of PA Heritage areas, 

the Lincoln Highway attracts more than 1 million visitors. With these two key Pennsylvania travel 

groups, placement of the lEC-West towers and lines in such proximity to this heritage corridor inflicts 

damage to the outdoor corridor museum and is a negative impact for heritage-cultural travelers.
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Stewarding Heritage, Cultural & Natural

FCVB actively strives to expand its awareness and relationships to help steward the character of

Franklin County. The FCVB board of directors reflects this effort with representatives of business 

economic development, history, agricultural, lodging, recreation and environmental studies. FCVB 

represented Franklin County and served on the board of Capital Resource Conservation & Development 

(Capital RC&D) and as member at large on the executive committee. The opportunity for learning and 

developing relationships across tourism to conservation districts, farming, and community planning was 

an asset in establishing Franklin County's tourism product and program of work, while building local and 

regional collaborations and securing new ideas. FCVB's executive director is the Franklin County Lead on

South Mountain Partnership, one of seven conservation landscapes designated by PA Department of

Conservation and Natural Resources. These relationships help solidify and sharpen the importance of 

the Franklin County identity. It helps FCVB understand the product it promotes and ways to reach the 

tourism markets that fit Franklin County. Without an understanding and appreciation of the landscape 

of South Mountain, the Appalachian Trail Conservancy's approach to sustaining landscape, or realizing 

the challenges of farm communities, FCVB would not have the long-range, interwoven view of heritage- 

cultural tourism it strives to implement.

The idea of viewing landscape as part of the whole equation is not new. It dates to Brendon

MacKaye's original concept for an Appalachian landscape. MacKaye's essay for the Journal of the

American Institute of Architects states:

The 2,185-mile Appalachian Trail is amazing, but only a piece of the larger perspective MacKaye 

envisioned. He meant to bring landscape, culture, and community together. In essence, MacKaye's 

"The Appalachian highland (which is within reach of half the nation's population) forms a 

background, still unspoiled, of American tradition. Its crestline marks a natural backbone for an 

American outdoor culture."
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original idea was for people to have the natural, scenic, historic, and esthetic value of the environment- 

very much in keeping with the Commonwealth's constitution.

The eastern portion of Franklin County is part of the South Mountain landscape of Pennsylvania.

South Mountain is at the northern end of the Blue Ridge Mountains. It extends about 40 miles in a 

northeast direction and is a large, linear corridor. Pennsylvania's South Mountain corridor is one of the

PA Department of Conservation and Natural Resources' landscape initiatives and one of the Appalachian

Trail Conservancy's Landscape Programs. The South Mountain landscape, about a half-million acres, is 

defined by folds of forested uplands and the surrounding fertile valleys and communities. Jon Peterson, 

an environmental planner, author, and past-director of the South Mountain Partnership wrote in a 2015 

article in Journey called More Than a Footpath: Thinking Across Landscapes:

Literally, the landscape is both an ecosystem and a cultural ecosystem. People chose to recreate here;

people chose to live here; people chose to work here. It connects both visitors and the people that call it 

home with recreation and healthy lifestyle; cultural heritage and identity; formal and informal 

opportunity for education, science and study; inspiration for art, design, and expression, and spiritual 

health and religious pursuit.

Perception is Value

In tourism perception is value because visitors' decisions are based on perceptions. Visitors 

decide very quickly if they like what they see. If they like it, they explore further, delve deeper, stay an 

extra day, or plan a return visit. If they do not like it, they end their experience. Visitors are seeking 

experiences, and Franklin County is building its tourism product and future on experiences,

relationships, and authenticity. (Appendix P - Authenticity and Place Attachment) Such an approach is 
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"Conservation at the landscape scale offers a means of empowering communities to conserve 

the interwoven fabric of resources that are so critical to our sense of place and quality of life. Despite 

the ever-deepening technological mask that strives to obscure this truth, our human lives are dependent 

upon the land on which we live (Appendix 0 - More Than a Footpath)."



particularly valuable given Franklin County's connection to key heritage-cultural focal points, such as

Underground Railroad, Battle of Gettysburg, breadbasket of America, and Appalachian Trail. Yet, as 

much as Franklin County can offer, having a 135 lattice-tower looming on 1-81 near Exit 20 is not a 

favorable for tourism.

In March, FCVB trained its first class of Certified Tourism Ambassadors (CTA), a national program 

in more than 30 destinations with 17,000 accredited ambassadors. The founder of the training, Mickey

Shaefer, traveled from the Harrisburg International Airport to Franklin County for the session. She said 

along the way, there was warehouses and crowded development along the roadside. When she reached

Franklin County, she said the road seemed to "open up" with the beauty of the farmland and a 

wonderful view. She recognized that though there were business, on approach to Franklin County, it was 

open and so beautifuL.a real treasure. Impressions matter. Perceptions matter. A transmission tower

planted in the farm fields along 1-81 is not good PR for the communities of Franklin County. lEC-West 

totally goes against the strategy for tourism and is not compatible with the county-wide goals of the

Franklin County Comprehensive Plan. Franklin County Area Development states that it "Will curtail 

future expansion of existing businesses, negatively impact dairy production, and forever change the 

scenic landscape and view sheds of Franklin County (Appendix Q- Ross Letter).

Economic Drivers

At the end of March 2018, Transource disseminated a press release about the economic impact 

of the project in PA and MD (Appendix R - Transource Release). The release estimated that the project 

will support 96 to 117 full-time equivalent (FTE) jobs in Pennsylvania. Using FTEs translates more to 

hours worked than to numbers of employees. According to the Brattle Group, the business contracted 

by Transource to do the economic impact evaluation, the project would stimulate between $29.4 million

and $33.9 million of economic activity in Pennsylvania. The evaluation does not clearly define specific 

impacts to Franklin County or the form of economic impact beyond the full-time equivalent jobs. L.
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Michael Ross, president of the Franklin County Area Development Corporation noted, "The temporary 

jobs are not worth the long-term damage to future business expansion, dairy production and the county 

landscape. While I recognize the impact of the construction jobs, the vast majority of those will be short

term until the project is built with a much smaller number required to maintain the system."

Ross further noted, "...it would be impossible to verify its accuracy unless the project is put into place.

To that point, what would be the penalty to Transource or PJM should their assumptions not prove 

accurate? Meanwhile, the negative structural impacts to Franklin County would be permanent. Once a 

tower is placed in the Lowes parking lot, at the (Chambersburg) Mall, or next to the Falling Springs trout 

stream, it will be permanent." FCADC opposes the project because of its impact on agricultural, tourism, 

and quality of life.

Franklin County is not without economic development (Appendix S - FCADC 2018 Profile). It is a 

county that worked thoughtfully to bring industry and manufacturing to the county while respecting 

existing industry. It sees value in ensuring that the county remains a good place to live, work, and 

recreate. Over the past fifteen years, Franklin County has been in the top ten growing counties. In some 

years, it was the county with the most growth. It has strategically worked toward a balanced path of 

economic vitality and character of place, attentive to healthy grown and striving to maintain corridors of 

agriculture and tourism (Appendix T - Franklin Forward Comp Goals). From 2010 to 2017, Franklin

County ranked 9lh in county growth of PA. From 2009 to 2015, Franklin County visitors spending grew an 

average of 2.75% across the seven years, with peak growth of 6%. The following table is an exercise to 

show a 15-year impact of a 2% reduction in tourism spending. Over fifteen years, a modest decrease of 

2% translates to $142.73 million less in revenues. Even a small reduction in visitors spending translates 

to stagnating revenues. Also, any reduction in visitors spending correlates to fewer dollars for tourism 

marketing and less dollars returned to Pennsylvania's general fund. Employment impacts are another
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possibility. In 2017, Franklin County supported 15,000 employees in the retail, dining, and

accommodations sector.

The Transource press release referenced earlier and titled "Economic Stimulus Benefits of the

Independence Energy Connection Project, includes a video with comments by IBEW Business

Representative Bernie Kephart, where he states:
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• "We're sitting on one of the biggest gas pockets in the country. You gotta have these lines. No 

sense in putting the gas lines in and putting the power plants in if you're not going to put the 

power lines in to carry the electricity to the cities and the rural areas."

• The grid upgrade has been booming over the last few years and it's going to continue. Say it 

takes a year to build the project, well the influx of people coming in and spending money, 

there's a lot of people in on this project and then there's later on people coming in for 

maintenance so this project doesn't just get attention one time, it gets attention throughout the 

years."

Year#l

Year#2 

Year #3 

Year #4 

Year#5

Year#6 

Year#?

Year#8

Year#9

Year#10 

Year#11

Year#12

Year#13 

Year#14 ■ 

Year #15

Average Increase results in 

2.75% annually without 

_______ installation_______
$T35.68~million 

$344.91 million 

$354.39 million 

$364.14 million
$374.15 million ~~ 

_____ $384.44 million_____  
$395.01 million ~ 

$405.87 million
$417.03 million ~ 

_____ $428.50 million______ 

$440.28 million
$452.39 million ~ 

$471.83 million 

$484.81 million 

$498.14 million

2% decrease results in .75 % 

growth annually after 

________ installation________
$320.f million 

______ $322.50 million______

$324.92 million 

$327.36 million

$329.82 million

$332.29 million

______ $334.78 million______

$337.29 million 

$339.82 million 

$342.37 million 

$344.94 million 

$347.53 million 

$350.13 million 

$352.7$ million 

$355.41 million

Baseline visitor spending is $326.7 and annual average increase is 2.75%. 

Exercise to Show Impact of 2% Reduction in Tourism Spending VS. Average Growth 

Time Period

• "The coal boom was on for so many years and we don't have those jobs anymore, now we need 

these gas jobs and these electric jobs to kind of take over for that and transition people in."



Franklin County is not a boom or bust economy. In 1995, it felt the impact of Base Realignment and

Closure (BRAC) at Letterkenny Army Depot, the long-time major employer of the county. It lost 2000 

jobs, so Franklin County addressed its need through long-term and strategic planning. It established 

goals of diversity. It prioritized working across community and industry sectors to make a solid future for

Franklin County. Today, the residents and even the visitors are reaping this benefit. When BRAC 

occurred, there was not a Franklin County Visitors Bureau, but the county leadership did smart-planning.

It respected agricultural space, natural areas, transportation corridors, and planned development 

appropriately and accordingly. So, today, Franklin County benefits from the additional revenue and 

quality of life benefits of tourism. The Transource project of lEC-West seeks the path of least resistance;

it is not seeking to create jobs for Franklin County, Pennsylvania, or Maryland. It is creating full-time 

equivalents, which will be gone within a year or so. Tax revenues related to the project are small and 

short-lived. The short-term, minimal increase is negated by the long-term and negative impacts.

Mr. Kephart's quote references "...sitting on one of the biggest gas pockets in the country. You 

gotta have these lines. No sense in putting the gas lines in and putting the power plants in if you're not 

going to put the power lines in to carry the electricity..." His comments raise questions about the 

project. Is IEC an electric transmission project or a co-mingled project that is an easy gateway to rights 

of way for a utility corridor? Wil! approval of lEC-West trigger a domino effect of reduced farming.

decreased property and land values, and a pattern that results in reduced visitation and livability in and 

around the 29-mile corridor of Franklin County? The land impacted by lEC-West is not owned by Franklin

County Visitor's Bureau. But, as a partner in caretaking, planning and developing Franklin County as a 

tourism destination, the collective and ongoing effect of a project like lEC-West is startling.

Transource alleges that lEC-West will reduce costs by alleviating congestion. At the August 8, 

2017 meeting at Kauffman Station to present the project to the public of Franklin County, Transource 

used a display board to explain congestion as a "traffic jam." The visual leaves viewers with thoughts of 

Assessment of Impacts on Franklin County Heritage-Cultural Tourism and Agritourism By Siting Independence Energy

Connection-West Project ("lEC-West Project’) in Franklin County PA



power not being able to reach a destination because of congestion. But, it is not an issue of power not 

being transmitted from one point to another. The congestion is economic congestion. Economic 

congestion is the inability to always have the transmission available to move the cheapest power of the 

moment to all users. It means that sometimes an area using a lot of electricity on a hot day or cold day 

may have to buy their power from more expensive generators closer to home. This is the market 

efficiency project called Independence Energy Connection (IEC). It is a sometimes savings for some of 

the consumers of the regional transmission area. It comes without guarantees and a price tag of 

$320,000,000.

The 29-mile Independence Energy Connection-West Project (lEC-West Project) is a detriment to

Franklin County and Franklin County tourism. It makes absolutely no sense to sacrifice so much for 

something of so little worth.

Assessment of Impacts on Franklin County Heritage-Cultural Tourism and Agrilourism By Siting Independence Energy
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Franklin County Visitors Bureau (FCVB)

Standards for FCVBis'

s
4. Risk to product—open 

space, history, rec, fresh food

/•(. I will: I. Kci.imr the wchsttc J. < r<\i 
7>rrr7ry’docent triiinin-i J. Ih'i rfop more fours

1. Increase awareness of Franklin 

County as a tourism destination.

Valucjj;

Maintain organisational 
integrity and adhere in lhe 

standards of the FCVB ethics 
statement in administering and 
advising on tourism initiatives.

Vision: 

FCVB is lhe rccogni’zcd 
center of tourism initiatives 

in Franklin County.

2. Increase visitation, spending, and 

overnight stays.

Critical Assumptions:

1. i ;i \ B is the recognised TPA 
of Franklin County ns 
designated in Resolution -^2005- 
20, set forth 12/20/2005.

2. As the I’BA, use of funds are 
compliant with uses designated 
in PA t '.omtty Code Section 
1770.2 to promote and market 
and expand the county as a 
destination market.

•0 
(D 
0
Q. 
x‘ 
>

1
2 
at 
2 

O 
0 

fi)
TJ 
0) 

(Q 
(D

Standard tt2 Inocasc visitation, spending and overnight st.ivs.

Should develop marketing committee with Board & Non Board Members, 

tir//; 1. Il'orA' on gerrin" more A c.tpit.iH u athletic events to our 
area for overnights 2. Develop and promote mote ('o-op marketing efforts for 
I-'CVB partners.

Standard ft a Supp<»rt and cultivate the local tom ism industry.

I;('VB should educate and engage Franklin County residents and 
businesses.

FCVB should use publicitv to expand awareness of successes and tell the 

story
FCVB should develop a Rccogniti<»n l*i<»giam

Standard //1 - Maintain l'C\ B as a I’rolcssional and financially sustainable. 

Boaid involvement

Should work within Budget

/'(.'I B will: I. Grow visitors guide to S’.‘'.MW I lire contractor to sell
ads to free staff

FCVB should work within the means of I •(AB stall

F( A'B will: Cultivate staff development 

Increase room tax revenue by 10" <•

Standard #1 z. Increase awareness of Franklin (iounty as a tmirisin destinati»»n 

FCVB should strengthen community rel'ationships io bring out tin 
county’s sense of identity.

i '( \ B will: 1. Kevamp the website 2. ( teate a >ignagc program, d.
-Baby Boomers history

Seniors histarv

Families

-Generation \ for 
recreation —Bain Boomers 
and Seiners as a secondary 
market foi recreation and 
nature appicciatum 

—Girlfriends in the Babv 
Boomer:.. I .ate Generation 
X. and v oung Seniors 
market foi dovv mow n 
•.hopping, relaxation, md 
theatre arts.

Metrics v\ Measures. 

--Room l ax Revenues 

Google \nal\ti< s 
Tmpincal lulormation tram 

\enues
i comnmc indicators such 

a> cmploxmem. sales receipt-., 
PA roiirism Studies

/PyramklX 

/l. EconomicX 

/ downturn \ 

/ 2. Lack of \

/ organizational \ 

focus on tourism 

as the primary function. 

3. Tourism stakeholders 
dissatisfaction ^nd lack 

collaboration

4. Maintain the FCVB as a 

professional and financially 

sustainable organization. >

Mibbion:

The Franklin County Visitors 
Bureau promotes, advertises, 

and educates the t’cncral public 
on lhe natural, historic, 

recreational, cultural, anti
Ik >spilalil\ \ .due < >1 I jankliii 

(xiunty anti proin< >tcs 
collaboration within the county': 

tourism industrt.

Kry M irkets: 

i»’<'og.-..';'h’,- 11.: 

—I-SI rravclcrs 

Smith < cntral I’ \ 
B.dlimmc \\ ashiugUm 

Ana

Philadelphia

1‘itisbmgh X < 'him 

New \ mk (v i.i I't R 
emmet iioii) 
fhcmv Uj/s.7s 

! Itsm. \. J cstiv als, 

A •pimmism . Busim ss 
i i av cl. 3 i u mis X i amily 

(icne.ik'gical Rescan hcis 
X Other Niche Markets. 

Rvcre.itmn 1 likci- and 
Bikers.
College I nivvrsity 

Denh >gt. !>' h a ts

3. Support and cultivate local 

tourism industry



Dutch Country Roads

Source: Tourism Economics
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Dutch Country Roads Region
2015 Spending by Category

• As in 2014, the Dutch Country Roads 
region had the second highest 
proportion of traveler dollars spent on 
shopping and the second lowest share 
on transportation, while ranking third in 
the percentage of traveler dollars 
allocated to both lodging and 
recreation of the state’s 11 tourism 
regions in 2015.

• Travelers spent nearly $8.2 billion in 
the Dutch Country Roads region in
2015 - the second highest level among 
PA’s 11 tourism regions, a new record 
high, and a 2.4% increase from 2014.

Recreation
20.0%

Shopping
17.8%

t portati on 
27.2%

Lodging
13.7%

• The Dutch Country Roads region is 
comprised of the following counties: 
Adams, Berks, Cumberland, Dauphin, 
Franklin, Lancaster, Lebanon, Perry, 
and York.

I
I

I
1

Food & 
Beverage

21.4%



Dutch Country Roads

Travel Industry Share of Regional Economy

9.7%Employment

Labor Income 10.1%

ftTOURISM economics

1

128

• The chart shows the travel 
economy’s share (including 
indirect and induced impacts) of 
the region’s total for both labor 
income and employment.

• The travel-supported labor 
income share for the Dutch 
Country Roads region rose to 
10.1% in 2015 - the 5th highest 
of PA’s 11 tourism regions, 
while the employment share 
grew to 9.7%.

• The region continued to have 
the second highest number of 
jobs supported by the travel 
industry among the state’s 11 
tourism regions and to rank 4th 
in terms of the industry’s share 
of regional employment in 2015.



Dutch Country Roads - Traveler Spending & Employment Timelines
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2012
$628.8

794.8

749.8

2,213.7

314.8

1,817.5

192.6

46.8

$7,643.8 

3^%

2014
$666.0

795.8 

774 0

2.314.8

324,3

1.919.9

200 9

47.4 

923.0 

$7,966.1 

1.4%

2005
$479.1

643.8 

634 4

1,704.3

248.3

1,436.6

152.4

43.0 

$6,062.2

2006
$502.2

650.6

657.6

1,801.6

259.6

1.464.4 

154 8

42.9

741,2 

$6,274,7 

3.5%

2005
4,739 

6,098 

6,121

17,406

2,338 

14,128

1,629

300

60,336

2008
5,063

6,490 

6,408 

18,282

2,473 

14,766

1,627

309 

7,656 

63,074

0.6%

2006
4,830 

6,182 

6,280

17,769

2,385

14,637

1,636

301 

7.560 

61,580 

2.1%

2010
$555.8

687.7

677.8 

2,013.3

286 5 

1,669.7

170.9

43.6

753.5 

$6,858.9 

8.0%

2012
4,866

6,468 

6,068

18,533

2,352

15,239

1,609

321

62,877

3.2%

2013
5,080 

6,577 

6,152 

18,724 

2,438 

15,478

1,654

327 

7,525 

63,955

1.7%

2014
5,074

6,564

6,215 

18,709 

2,438

15,731

1,667

328

64,363

0.6%

2007
$535.1

668.1

674.9 

1,867.7

280.8 

1,498.0

158.9

44,2

7^2 

$6,491.9 

3.5%

2008
$602.8

746.9 

774 2

2,142.4

322.2

1,7065

182.2

48.6

$7,355.2 

13.3%

2015
5,105 

6,622

6,239 

18,846 

2,444 

15,853

1,655

340 

7,709 

64,814

0.7%

2009 
4,835 

6,067 

5,909 

17,583 

2,298 

14381

1,544

296

60,127 

-4.7%

2011
$608.0

762.7

726.7

2,135.1 

298.0

1,792.7

185.6

48.7

$7,407.6 

8.0%

2011
4,788

6,238 

5,935

17,887

2,288

14,753

1,562

310

60,927

1.1%

2013
$671.8

807.3

760.3

2,286.3

323.4

1,854.9

193.9

46.9

9gTl 

$7,852.4 

2.7%

2015
$686.7

824.4 

8166

2,335.9

326.7

1,975.4

201.4

47.9 

943 7 

$8,158.8 

2.4%

DUTCH COUNTRY ROADS
TRAVEL INDUSTRY EMPLOYMENT, 2005 - 2015

2010
4,771

6,173 

5,812 

17,735

2,276 

14,640

1,534

302 

7,038 

60,281

0.3%

2009
$520,9

623.7

628.3

1,878.7 

270.2

1323.1

159.9 

40,6

706.5
16,351.8 

-13.6%

DUTCH COUNTRY ROADS
TRAVELER SPENDING, 2005 - 2015 

(dollar amounts in millions)

County
Adams

Berks_____

Cumberland

Dauphin 

Franklin

Lancaster 
Lebanon 

Perry______

Yo*

Region Total 

% Change

County
Adams 
Berks_____

Cumberland

Dauphin 
Franklin 

Lancaster 

Lebanon

Perry______

York_______

Region Total 

% Change
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Dutch Country Roads - Traveler Spending by Category
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DUTCH COUNTRY ROADS
TRAVELER SPENDING BY CATEGORY. 2014 and 2015 

'dollar amounts in millions)

Recreation
________ $153.5 

_________ 136.8 

_________ 126.3 

_________ 544,3 

___________572 

_________ 355.0 

___________34,1 

____________7.1 

_________ 157.5

$1,571.7

Perry

=====
Region Total 

% Change

$139.7

187.3

192.5

448.1

74.8

422.1

49.9 

11.8

—21L6 

$1,743.7 

4.3%

Recreation
________ $159.6

_________ 143.6 

_________ 135.3

_________ 558.5 

___________59.0

_________ 368.3

___________35.1

____________7.4

-—=4224
$1,629.4

3.7%

Transportation
______________$168.3 

_______________253.1

_______________226.7

_______________594.3

________________ 999 

_______________508.9 

________________ 58.1

________________ 17.9

288.1 

$2,215.3 

-0.5%

Total
$686.7

824.4 

816.6

2,335.9

326.7 

1,975.4

201.4 

47.9

943.7 

$8,158.8

2.4%

Lodging
$91.4

852 

119.5

3759 

36.7 

281 6 

17.1

________ 2.1

105.4 

$1,114.9 

5.0%

Retail
$127.7

155.2

142.6

359.1 

56.3

394.6

41,2 

8.8

170.2 

$1,455.5

1.5%

Total
$666.0

795.8 

774,0

2.314.8

324.3

1.919.9

200.9

47,4 

923.0 

$7,966.1

Transportation
_____________ $165.7

_______________249.8

_______________220.6

_______________618.4

_______________ 105.4

_______________ 505.4

________________ 60.2

________________ 18.2

_______________ 283.6

$2,227.3

Retail
$125.3

152.4

138.6

355.7 

55.8

3856 

41.1

_____ 88

170.5 

$1,433.7

Lodging
$87.8

793 

108.7

363 8 

34.7

2658 

17.2 

2.0 

102.1 

$1,061.4

2014

Adams

Berks_____

Cumberland

Dauphin

Franklin
Lancaster

Lebanon

__________

===
Region Total

2015

Adams 
Berks___

Cumberland 
Dauphin

Franklin 
Lancaster

Lebanon

Food & 
Beverage

$133.7

1776

179.6

4326

________ 71.3

408 1 

________ 48.4 

_________112

209.3

$1,672.0



Dutch Country Roads - Tourism Satellite Account

2,470.6

96.9
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10.3

2.4

47.5 

$410.3

DUTCH COUNTRY ROADS
TOURISM SATELLITE ACCOUNT CATEGORIES. 2014 and 2015 

(doiiar amounts in millions)

Government 
Expenditures 
_______________$1.5 

________________2.1

________________2.1

_______________11.8

________________0.8

________________8-2

________________0.4 

________________0.0 

________________2.1
$2^0

Government
Expenditures 

______________ $27 _____  

________________26________  

________________2.3 
12.1 " 

________________08________

________________8.5________

________________0.4________

0.0

' ■ i ■
$31.6

Investment & 
Non-Travel Personal 

Consumption
Expenditures*

________________________$34 3

_________________________ 41.0 

_________________________ 39_9

________________________ 119.2

16.7

Investment & 
Non-Travel Personal 

Consumption 
Expenditures* 
_______________$361 

________________43.3 

________________42.9 

_______________122.6 

________________ 17.2 

_______________103.7 

________________ 10 6 

_________________ 2.5

49 5 

$428 4 

4.4%

Traveler 
Spending 

$666 0 

________ 7958 

________ 774.0

2414 8 

________ 324 3

1.9199

________ 200.9 

_________ 47.4

________ 923 0 

$7,966.1

Total
Travel

Demand 
$701.8 

838 9 

816.0 

2,445.8

341.7 

2,027.0

211.7 

49.9

972.7 

$8,405.3

Traveler
Spending

$686 7 

________ 824 4

________ 8166 

2,335.9

________ 326 7 

1,975.4

________ 201 4

_________ 47.9 

943.7 
$8,158.8" 

24%

344 7 

2,087.7

212.3 

50.5

995.4 

$8,618 8

2.5%

2015 
Adams 

Berks 

Cumberland 

Dauphin 

Franklin 

Lancaster 

Lebanon 

Perry

York 

Region Total 

% Change

Total 
Travel 

Demand 
$725.5

870.3 

861.7

2014
Adams

Berks

Cumberland

Dauphin

Franklin

Lancaster

Lebanon

Perry______

York_______

Region Total

*Non-Traveier Personal Consumption Expenditures represent travel-related consumer durable purchases, such as an RV, boat, or furniture for a vacation home

n

9.0%



Dutch Country Roads - Travel Industry Impacts, 2014 & 2015

64,363
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DUTCH COUNTRY ROADS
TRAVEL INDUSTRY IMPACTS, 2014 and 2015 

(dollar amounts in millions)

___________ Taxes

State & Local _
_____________$38.1 __

______________47.2 __  

______________44 3 __

_____________145.3 ___

______________17.6 ___

_____________110.7 ___

______________11.6 __

_______________2.3 ___

52 6 -

___________ 3469.9 __  

1.8%

Taxes

State & Local _
_____________$36.5 __

______________45.6 

______________42.7 

_____________144.7

______________17,5 __

_____________108.7 

______________113 

_______________ 23 

______________51.9

346 T6

Pe^______

Y°-*- — 

Region Total 

% Change

Labor Income
____________$144.4

_____________ 195.2

_____________ 170.7

_____________ 627.9

______________ 68.2

_____________ 419.2

______________ 53.7

_______________ 8.0

_____________ 217.9 

__________ $1.905.3

3.7%

Federal
$33 1

42.7 

39 2

131.2

15.7

95.7

11.3 

2.0

48 1 

$419.0 

3.2%

Traveler
Spending

$666.0

7958

________774.0

2.314 8

324.3

1,919.9

_______ 200.9

47.4

923.0 

$7,966.1

Employment
____________5.105

___________ 6,622

____________6.239

__________ 18,846

____________2,444 

__________ 15,853

____________1,655

_____________ 340

____________7.709 

__________ 64,814

0.7%

Labor Income
____________ $142.1

_____________ 186.5

_____________ 164.1

_____________ 607.0 

__________________65.2 

_____________ 403.1

______________ 51.7 

________________7.6 

_____________ 209.2 

$1,836.5

Federal
$32.4 

41.0 

37.5 

128.0 

15.2

92.4 

11.0

2.0

46.5 

$405.9

2014

Adams 
Berks 

Cumberland

Dauphin

Franklin 
Lancaster 

Lebanon

______ 
™ - 
Region Total

Employment
____________5,074

____________6,564

____________6,215 

__________ 18,709 

____________2,438 

__________ 15.731 

____________1,667

_____________ 328

7.637

Traveler 

openaing
$686.7

________824.4

816.6

2.3359

326.7

1.9754

201.4

_________47.9

________943.7 
$8.158.8" 

2.4%

2015

Adams 
Berks_____
Cumberland

Dauphin
Franklin 

Lancaster

Lebanon



Dutch Country Roads - Travel Economy Impacts, 2014 & 2015

2015

$8,405.3
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Federal 
$66 6 

86.1 

79.0

264.7 

31.6

192.8 

22 7

4.1

97.0 

$844.5 

3.2%

DUTCH COUNTRY ROADS
TRAVEL ECONOMY IMPACTS, 2014 and 2015 

(dollar amounts In millions)

___________ Taxes

State & Local __
_____________$64 3 __

______________ 80.2 __

______________74.9 __

____________250.3

______________ 30.7 __  

_____________ 188.2

______________ 20.9 

_________________ 4.1___   

_2L±_ _ 
$805.0 ""

______Taxes

State & Local __
_____________$66.1 __  

______________82.5 ___

_________________ 77.5 ___  

_____________251.1______

______________30.9 ___

_____________191.6 ___

______________20.9 ___ 

4.1 

___
___________ $817.2 ___

1.5%

Employment
_____________ 7,587

__________ 10,823 

___________ 9,515 

__________ 26^38

___________ 4,033

__________ 23,659 

___________ 2,907

_____________ 692 

__________ 12,368

97,821

Total 
Travel Demand 
______________$701.8 

_______________ 838 9

_______________ 816.0

_____________ 2,445.8 

_______________ 341.7

_____________ 2,027.0

211.7

499

Total 
Travel Demand 
______________$725.5

_______________ 870.3

_______________ 861.7

_____________ 2,470.6

_______________ 344 7

_____________ 2.087.7

_______________ 212.3

50.5

$8,618 8 

2.5%

Labor Income
____________ $272.1

_____________ 393.1

_____________ 320.7 

_____________ 1,028.4 

_____________ 140.4

_____________ 774.6 

_____________ 113.5

______________ 23 9 

4^7 

$3,502.3

Labor Income
____________$278.2

_____________ 406.1

_____________ 330.6

___________ 1,059.7

_____________ 145.0

_____________ 798.7

_____________ 116.4 

______________ 24.4

448.7

__________ $3.607.7 

3.0%

Employment
___________ 7,707 

__________ 11,049

___________ 9,652 

__________ 26,605 

___________ 4,099 

__________ 24,060

___________ 2,940 

_____________ 723

1^21

__________ 99,462 

1.7%

Franklin
Lancaster

Lebanon

Region Total

Federal
$65.2 

82.6

75.5

258.2

30.6

186.1

22.1

3.9

——111. 

$818.0

Adams_____

Berks

Cumberland 
Dauphin 

Franklin 
Lancaster 
Lebanon
Perry________

York________

Region Total 

% Change

2014

Adams 
Berks 
Cumberland

Dauphin
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had the feeling 

someone was 

watching me. I 

looked around, saw 

nothing, and made 

another cast into the 

creek. Then I -K.
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happened to glance 

up. There, peering 

down on me, was 

the Colonel.
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The large fast food sign loomed over the trees. The eyes 

looked down on one of the most famous trout streams in 
southcentral Penns) hania. The Colonel was taking a break. 
I guess, from frying chicken, to see how the fishing was. His 

presence was a reminder of how urbanization Is galloping 
through parts of the state, crowding Creeks and squeezing 

the sport of angling.
The stream I was fishing was the well known Falling 

Spring Branch, at Chambersburg, Franklin County. Falling 

Spring Branch is fabled among anglers for its limestone 
spring-fed water and its wild trout, particularly streambred 

rainbows.
Falling Spring Branch is noted not only for the fishing, 

but for the initiative anglers and others wrho care about the 
creek have taken to help protect it. as the city of 
Chambersburg continues to grow. Interstate 81 crosses 
Falling Spring Branch on the east side of town, with an exit 
that drops thousands of motorists onto busy Route 30. 

Strip malls. Including quick-chicken restaurants, are just 
one symptom of Increasing development, in addition to 
more hotels, houses and businesses. The valley of Falling 

Spring Branch still has a pleasantly rural look, with centu
ries-old cut stone homesteads, red barns and cows. It also 

has a lot of new residences, as people move into the attrac 
live neighborhood. With the influx, would it be, as 

elsewhere, there goes the fishing?
The answer at Falling Spring Branch Is that the fishing 

has been preserved, as well as most of the public access. 
More than 10 years ago. the Falling Spring Greenway. Inc..

Thit wild rainbow trout was caught and released in Falling Spring 

Branch. Greenways are important to anglers. Greenways can 

help improve water quality and streamside habitat, and they can 

help preserve access.

was organized, including members of the Falling Spring 
Chapter of Trout Unlimited and other anglers, landowners 

and persons interested in protecting the creek and its envi
rons. Achievements of the organization and related groups, 

government agencies, businesses and individuals who have 
assisted them have been great, and the Falling Spring 

project remains active.
Today, anglers can fish Falling Spring Branch in two sec

tions designated as special-regulation areas by the Fish & 
Boat Commission-a 1.1-mile Delayed-Harvest, Artlficial- 
Lures-Only section and, upstream, 2.4 miles in the Heritage 
Trout Angling program (fly fishing, catch-and-release).

Scattered parking areas facilitate access, and signs at several 

locations map the stream, and provide explanations of the 
watershed and credit to those who helped the greenway Ini
tiative. Including the Fish & Boat Commission and some of 

the cooperating property owners.
The angling experience at Falling Spring Branch can 

never be mistaken for a backwoods wilderness trip. Fisher

men are aware of the traffic behind them, though 
residentially slow, and homes on the fringes, though nicely 
landscaped. Is what has happened at Falling Spring the way 

of the future for good streams on the edges of towns or In

y
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regions of sprawl development? Such preservation and en

hancement doesn't occur bv accident-much stream and 
riparian habitat work has been done at Falling Spring. The 
organizing leadership at Chambersburg has been provided 

b) the Falling Spring Greenway. Its success is attributed to 

the group's assertiveness in achieving its goals.
Falling Spring's friends put together a greenway through a 

variety of means. They helped some of the creek side prop 
erty go into public ownership (Fish & Boat Commission); 

worked with donated easements and new development deed 
restrictions (proactive zoning in Guilford Township); and 

Cultivated good relationships and agreements with stream
side landowners, including enrollment in the Fish & Boat 
Commissions Adopt-a-Stream program. Dennis La Ba re, Di
rector of Development for the Falling Spring Greenway, says 

their efforts succeeded because the group made connections 
both horizontally and vertically. They forged close ties with 

the community, from businesses to service organizations to 
property owners and anyone interested in a healthy Falling 

Spring, and with levels of government, private sector busi 

nesses and nonprofit organizations that could help with 
advice and funding. Hundreds of thousands of dollars in 
donations and grants have gone into Falling Spring 

Greenway work, with more on the way to help pay for resto 
ration of a widened and silted stream section. Falling Spring 

is a project many locally have taken to heart, a necessary In
gredient for success, says LaBare. If there is a creek based 
greenway doing it right. It’s at Falling Spring.

A key local government relationship that has remained 
strong over the years is that with Guilford Township Board 
of Supervisors Chair, Gregory L. Cook. LaBare says that 

Cook's political career began with a campaign that included 

support for the greenway as a campaign platform.
Guilford's cooperation has included installing parking ar

eas at key angler accesses, zoning regulation changes based 
on direct greenway input, and a CIS mapping of the Fall big 
Spring Watershed.

At the state level, a recent -Growing Greener" grant from 
the Department of Environmental Protection is providing 
$51,000 to fund design and permitting of a 4.000-foot reach 

of channel restoration to pristine condition.
LaBare also cites a longstanding and supportive relation' 

ship w ith the Fish & Boat Commission that continues to be. 

in his words, ‘vital."
So what exactly is a greenway and can the concept be used 

elsewhere, by other anglers, to protect fishing quality and 
access? A greenway in Its simplest form is "a corridor of 

open space," a definition put forward by the Pennsylvania
Greenways Partnership Commission. The Commission also 
says: “Greenways vary greatly in scale, from narrow ribbons 

of green that run through urban, suburban and rural areas 
to wider corridors that Incorporate diverse natural, cultural 
and scenic features."

Right now Is a great time for anglers to be involved with 

greenways or to help initiate a greenway at their favorite 
fishing areas. Community-based greenways and trail inltia

af I hkr Fa/tinq Sptrng Bianifi «
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named the lead agetKjr for guiding the greenways network 
effort," says Schultz.

DCNR's Bureau of Recreation and Conservation has al

ready been restructured to include a Division of Greenways 
and Conservation Partnerships, according to Larry

Williamson. Director. That Division provides technical 

assistance to nonprofit groups and communities that want 
to develop regional corridor and "landscape type’ projects, 
including greenways, says Williamson. "We have the exper 

tise and capability to help get projects started," he says 
"We also have grant funds for greenways planning, acqulsl

Fishing along tho Falling Spring 

Greenway is a suburban experience, 

courtesy of the landowners.

tm are IxAnmng natiuimidr. and Frnn^ha 
nia is mu h in the fotrftuni Why not brtone 

pan of an ntabIMml watmklt grrenway ti
fort, to be sure the (reck, its watrt quality 4*xl 

MfWimskfc habitat arc cunsidctvd and that
I idling acirss is ptesmed ’

By the end of 2lX)l. those seeking Mp ge t 

tingagreerma) started ut nuningcontinuing 

grrenuas projects along should h.nr a 01.1 
stop slipping plait for assistance and
Information, according to Annette Sc huh/, 

project manager for the RBA Group, a ton 
suiting team helping the Pennsylvania
Green*ays Partnership Commission product 

a statewide greenways plan and program. The 
Commission was created in 1998 by Govrrnof 
Tom Ridge, recognizing the Importance of 

greenways arid the need for planning a 
green*ays network across the state. The 
Commission is charged with promoting the 

development of grrenways b) assisting the 
Pennsylvania Department of Conservation 

and Natural Resources (DCNR), the Pennsyl 
vania Department of Transportation 
(PennDOT) and tlie Department of Emiron- 

mrntal Protection (DLR) to 'plan implement, 

maintain and fund a greenways network for 
the Commonwealth The Pennsylvania Fish
& Boat Commission is among 10 state agen

cies that arc cooperating with the Greenway* 
Partnership Commission. DCNR. PenriDOT 

and DEP.
According to Schultz, ' Gtccnwavs along 

waterways are important for conservation, for 
protecting water quality and for recreation 
purposes. The Commission will map current 

grrenways and look at the natural corridors 
along risers as opportunities for maintaining 
the types of linear, open-space connections 
that could become part of the statew ide grtenwavs network. 
The network will be based on "hubs and spokes." she says. 
The hubs are centers like state parks, towns, historic sites 

and other attractions, and the spokes are else open space 
corridors and trails that connect them. A draft ol the plan 
was created last December, with a final versiem exacted to 
be approved by the Commission and sent to Governor 

Ridge this spring Implementation should begirt later in 
2001, says Schultz.

"The idea is to develop a toolbox for people, to help 

them understand the steps and answer some of tlieir ques 

tions on developing greenways, so local action can take 
place and we can strengthen local efforts." says Schultz. 

Grants and technical assistance for greenways are now avail

able through various agencies, and the plan and program 
will call for better coordination of these services. "Each 

agency will make sure Its funding stream recognizes 
greenways, and will coordinate with DCNR. which has been
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Contacts
Pennsylvania Greenways Plan and Program. Annette |_. 

Schultt Pr^oct Manager, The RBA Group, 4900 Rlttor Road, 
Mechanicsburg, PA 17055*4801

DCNft Bureau of Recreation and Conservation, Dlvhlon 
of Greenways end Conservation Partnerships. P.O, Box 8767, 
Harrisburg, PA 17105*8767.

Pennsylvania Fish & Boat Commission, P.O. Box 67000, 
Harrisburg, PA 17106*7000; www.fish.state.pa,us.

Failing Spring Greenway. Dennis LaBar®, Director of De
velopment 8903 Flagstone Circle. Randallstown. MD 21133. 

Faffing Spring Owpter of Trout UnHmfted, Rod Cross, Prasb 
dent 2670 Folling Spring Road, Chambersburg, PA 17201. 

If you ere Interested In becoming involved In the 
Commonwealth's greenways efforts, consider joining the 
Greenways Partnership Advisory Committee. Contact Anna 
Breinich, PA Environmental Council. 600 North 2nd Street 
Suite 300A, Harrisburg, PA 17101; e-mail*, pec- 
hbgfPlx.notcom.com.

to Inral and regional land-use pUtutitig and 
economic* dwlopmeni opportunities, noting 
that greenways are an important clement of 
the Ridge Admln'i^tration’s Crowing Smarter 

initiative.
On deck yvt for the T.U. chapter is encouraging stream* 

side property holders to Icavr a natural vegetation strip 
along the creek, perhaps trew or shrubs, or at least not 
mowing to the edge. This practice will stabilize the banks 
and provide food and shaded cover for trout. Improving 
their property and the stream go hand In hand, says Cross, 
making the living good in the Falling Spring Valley. “The 
biggest word to tiw wise Is io keep a good relationship with 
the landowners,* says Cross. Speaking from his long experi
ence with the Falling Spring Greenway, Lafiare says. “An 
educated landowner Is our best legacy. It s a value-added 
feature of their property to have a healthy and well regarded 
Falling Spring. Just remember that there is no legal instru

ment that will ever overcome ill will.*
Another lesson learned at failing Spring Is to keep the 

momentum going. After more than 10 years, the greenway 
effort there hasn't ended. It Includes plans to narrow and 
deepen the Quarry Meadow section, work on riparian wet
land and upland restoration, a possible additional 
acquisition, and cooperating with a local dairy farmer to 
fence his fiord from the stream. At this point, the goals at 
Falling Spring are 75 percent accomplished, says LaBare. 

The streamside greenwny project at Falling Spring has 
become o blueprint, and L&Bare and others Involved have 
given largely of their expertise to other groups. With an 
evolving system of groctiways in Pennsylvania and an emerg
ing clearinghouse for help and information, the Falling 
Spring project may yet be equaled, although Its unique com

bination of natural and human resources can never be 
exactly copied. Greenways to good fishing is a concept an
glers should be reeling In for their own.CJ

lion and doveliipnwnt. We've taken all our Keystone
1)3 funds, our Growing Greener funds attd some fed 

rral hinds dial we receive to do recreational trails and

- Community Conservation Partnerships Program. 
^^^Happllfation Information |$ on the DCNR website,

reau. To get started on a greenway plan. Williamson 

suggests iliat groups go to one of (he Bureau s regional of
fices or call the Harrisburg central office at 717-783-2658. 

Anglers can get Involved individually In greenways at a 
local level. Al tho statewide level, angler interests in 

greenway network planning are handled by the Pehnsylvanio 
Fish & Boat Commission (PfBC). The PFBC participates 
fully In the Greenways Partnership Commission efforts. The 
individual representing (ho PFBC is Toni Ford. Aquatic Re
sources Planning Coordinator.

Ford says the PFBC Is Involved “not only because the Wa
ter Trails Program Is part of the greenways movement, but 
for stream and strearnsldo habitat enhancement and protec
tion, and angler access,* A lot of greonways. and potential 
greonways. are In natural river valleys, says Ford, and as 
greenway efforts acquire or secure lands, they are. protecting 
and Improving habitaw. Among the benefits are stream im
provement and riparian plantings, acid mine drainage 
remediation, stream bank fencing and Improved angler ac

cess,
"We have fully Supported the Greenways Partnership Com

mission efforts, attended meetings and provided input into 
the greenway plan," says Ford. The PFBC has already worked 
with DCNR and local organizations interested in developing 
greenways and water trails, including greenway projects that 
cross PFBC property.

Trails and greenways provide “wonderful opportunities 
for anglers,” says Ford, He tolls of a day he spent on the 
Youghlogheny River hlklng/biklng trail. ‘About 50 percent 
of the use of the trail 1 saw that day was anglers, bicycling 
with fishing rods," he says. The PFBC rarely buys property 
along greenways, such as the two parcels it owns along Fall
ing Spring Branch, but these are exceptions. The PFBC more 
often offers stream Improvement Information and technical 
assistance to local groups that are working to enhance 
stream corridors and stream habitat. Greonways along 
streams focus the attention of the community at largo, not 
just anglers, on a watershed, SayS Ford, and that’s always 

beneficial.
Falling Spring Trout Unlimited Chapter President Rod 

Cross says he recommends anglers get Involved with 
greenways. “I feel so lucky to live here and feel strongly 
about It." says Cross. “At the Falling Spring Greenway, hik

ing groups, bird watchers, hunters and trappers and 
fishermen use this narrow Strip In perfect harmony. It’s a 
great thing for the community." Cross especially credited 
Gullford Township's supervisors for taking a strong lead In 
the greenway effort, planning for smart growth that will 
preserve the valley's quality of life, including recreation.
Williamson also emphasized the Importance of greenways
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Please report to Valerie Barnes, 717-352-4397, BaniesVa4@conicasLnet. Give rare bird write-ups to Valerie Barnes.
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275

193

2259

51
56
51
65
62
64
62
62
60
52
58
65
80
72
70
67
58
73
67
70
15
75
71
80
60
68
69
40

7
60
46
58
50
39
50
70
32
38
45
49
40
48
43
49
59
65
62
53
57
57
51
54
58
58
61
56
51

PARTY
HOURS 
19
60
51 
74
80
90
87
110
94
64
108
156
160
98
154
115
169
184
169 
162
168
130
154
160
120
144
145
230
152

702

912

4900

1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016

2014

1977

63,68

1960
1961
1962
1963
1964
1965
1966
1967
1968
1969
1970
1971
1972
1973
1974
1975
1976
1977
1978
1979
1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988

Average Individual Birds = 39,435 

Average Species = 70

LOW 
YEAR
(last1)

1960 

(2004)

2009

Mark your calendar for next year! Our 2018 count will be on December IS01. 

Counts from 1900 to the present are available at http://netapp.audubon.org/cbcobservation/

HIGH 
COUNT

PARTY 
HOURS
144
121
126
207 
163
168
128
148
142 
160
160
132
146
137
149
131
152
138
158
149
38
134
163 
162
120
151
146
113

YEARS 
ON 

COUNT

57

35 

57

HIGH 
YEAR

CONOCOCHEAGUE AUDUBON SOCIETY
CHRISTMAS BIRD COUNT SUMMARY DATA 1960-2016

Current Count Date December 16, 2017

LOW 
non-0 
COUNT 

4

1

209

Total Individual Birds for 57 Counts = 2,208,359 

Total Species for 57 Counts = 140

American Goldfinch 

Evening Grosbeak
1056 House Sparrow

CW Greater Scaup

J________ Bonaparte’s Gull

CW Red-breasted Merganser

1 Eurasian Collared-Oove

Tot = 24647 Species = 70
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Site Index* (Sites numbered from north to south)

Site Name Map(s)Municipality(ies) Page(s)

41bConcord Narrows 41

2 41b 41

3 41b, 66b 41,66

4 66b 66

5 41b, 66b 41,66

6 41b, 66b 41,66

7 60b, 66b 60,66

8 60b, 66b 60,66

9

Conodoguinet Creek at Orrstown10 Letterkenny Twp., Southampton Twp., Lurgan Twp.

11 Metal Twp.

12 Letterkenny Twp. 60b 60

13 60b 60

14 60b 60

15 60b 60

16 102b 102

17 44b, 102b 43,102

18 44b, 102b 44, 102

Dunn’s Creek Meadow19 56b 56

20 60b, 108b 60,108

21 72b 72

22 72b, 87b 72,87

23

24 Upper Horse Valley Metal Twp., Peters Twp., St. Thomas Twp.

25 Edenville Meadows

26 Wilson Run 108b 108

27 Siberia 50b, 56b 50,56

28 50b 50

30 44b 44

31 44b 43

32 44b, 50b 43,50

33 50,98

Conococheague Creek Near Marion Hamilton, Guilford and Antrim Townships 28,50, 56

Site

I

Letterkenny Reservoir

Roxbury Floodplain

Middle Spring Creek Watershed

Conodoguinet Creek at Caledonia Park 

Mount Cydonia

Mont Alto Mountain

Big Pine Flat

Mountain Run Ponds

Fannett Twp., and Huntingdon Co.

Fannett Twp.

Fannett Twp., Lurgan Twp. and Cumberland Co. 

Lurgan Twp.

Fannett Twp., Metal Twp. and Huntingdon Co. 

Fannett Twp., Metal Twp.

Letterkenny Twp., Lurgan Twp.

Letterkenny Twp., Lurgan Twp.

Southampton Twp. and Cumberland County

Second Narrows Slopes 

Gunter Valley & Ridges 

Rt-997 North of Roxbury 

Neeleyton Ridgetop

Pine Run Ponds

Bear Valley

Metal Church Spring

Upper West Branch Conococheague Creek

Tuscarora Ridgetop

Falling Spring

Muskrat Fen

Keasey Run Wetlands

Letterkenny Army Depot 

Mains Run Ponds

Letterkenny Twp.

Letterkenny Twp. 

Letterkenny Twp.

Southampton Twp. and Cumberland Co.

Green Twp., Southampton Twp. and Cumberland Co. 

Greene Twp., Southampton Twp

Hamilton Twp.

Letterkenny Twp., St. Thomas Twp.

Metal Twp.

Metal Twp., Peters Twp.

Meta) Twp., Peters Twp. and Fulton Co.

St. Thomas Twp., Hamilton Twp. 

St. Thomas Twp. 

Guilford Twp., Hamilton Twp. 

Guilford Twp. 

Greene Twp.

Greene Twp., and Adams County 

Guilford Twp., Greene Twp. 

Guilford Twp., Quincy Twp.

72,87

72,87,
108

56,108

102

60,66,
102

72

50b, 98b

30b, 50b,
56b

p 34

72b, 87b

72b, 87b 
108b

56b, 108b

102b

60b,66b, 
102b 

72bMountain Lake

Conodoguinet Creek in Upper Horse
Valley

Clarks Knob



Site Index: (Sites listed from north to south)

She Nome Map(s) f»8e(0

108b 108

.16 88b 86

J7 88b 86

38 88b 86

39 78b. 88b

40 88b

41

42

43

44 30b 28

45 98b. 122b

46 98b

47

48

49 122b 122

50 122b

51 122b

122b52

122b53

30b. 122b54

55

28,77,8656

28.7757

58 78

77.8659

7861

78b 7762

63

64

116b 11665

116bSGL# 124-Tuscarora Trail 11666

116b67 115

122b68 122

vl

29.122

29

Site

35

Glen Forney Vemals 

Makcy Run Ponds 

Beartown Woods

122

122

98b. 122b 

122b

122

122

Licking Crtck Woods 

Needy Cave

HappcI'R Meadow

Hoover Spring 

Zuilinger Spring

Antietam West Branch

Waynccastlc Old Field Hnbiuit 

Martin's Mill Bridge

St. Thomas Barren 

Fort Loudon Floodplain 

Rattlesnake Ridge 

Charlestown Ponds 

Mercersburg Woods 

Church Hill Marsh 

Williamson Shrubland

Sportsman's Road Shale Bunk 

.Muddy Run Spring

Conococheague Creek at Rt-16 

Nunnery Spring

Emsional Remnant

Montgomery Twp.

Montgomery Twp.

Montgomery and Peters Twp. 

Montgomery Twp.

Montgomery Twp.

Antrim Twp.. Montgomery Twp. 

Warren Twp.

WftrrCn Twp. 

WarrCn Twp.

Warren Twp. and Maryland 

Washington Twp.

Highland School Fields

Conocochcaguo Crock at Highland School 

West Branch Conococheaguc 

Mercersburg Meadow 

Shimpstown Meadows 

Concrete Bottom at Licking Creek 

Lower Conocochcague Creek 

Tuscarora Trail  

Little Cove Creek Cliff

29,78

116

Munieipalicy(tai)

St. Thomas Twp.

Peters Twp.

Peters Twp.

Peters Twp. 

Montgomery Twp.. Peters Twp. 

Peters Twp.

Aiiirim Twp.. Peters Twp., St. Thomas Twp. 

Antrim Twp.. Pctora Twp. 

Antrim Twp, 

Antrim Twp, 

Quincy Twp. Washington Twp. 

Quincy Twp.

Quincy Twp,. Washington Twp. 

Washington Twp.

Washington Twp.

Washington Twp.

Washington Twp.

Washington Twp. 

Washington Twp. 

Antrim Twp., Washington Twp. 

Antrim Twp,

Antrim Twp., Montgomery Twp.. Rotors Twp.

78b. 86b 

78b

30b, 78b

116b

98.122

98

98.122

122

88 b, 108b

30b. 87 

30b

30b

30b. 78b,
86 b 

30b, 78b

78b

78.86

86

87.108

29.87

29
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#235. and #124 all contain relatively intact contiguous forests, special natural communities and

Franklin County Natural Arena Iriventary (NA1) report completed in 2004 by the Nature Conservancyi

1

The plant and animal species of special concern that are found in Franklin County are listed 

below:

• Alusmidonta varicosa Brook Floater

• Bartruniia longlcattda Upland Sandpiper

• Caecidotea price! Price’s Cave Isopod

• CulycGpis cecrops Red-banded Hairstreak

• Clemmys midilenbergii Bog Turtle

• Coitus sp 7 Checkered Sculpin

• Crangonyx dearolfl Pennsylvania Cave Amphipod

• Crotalus hoiTidus Timber Rattlesnake

• Heterodox platirhinos Eastern Hognosc Snake

• Laidus ludovicianus Loggerhead Shrike

• Metaxaglaea semitaria Footpath Sallow Moth

• Myotis septeHtrionalis Northern Myotis

• Neotoma magister Allegheny Woodrat

• Papilo cresphontes Giant Swallowtail

• Pscudemys rubriventris Rcdbelly Turtle

• Pseudotriton montanus Mud Salamander

• Spiza americana Dickcissel

Animals of Special Concern Documented in Franklin County
Scientific Mime / Common Name

Open Space/Forestland/Speclcs of concern
Despite the heavy influence of agriculture in the County, the area still harbors large tracts of 

relatively unbroken forested land. Michaux State Forest, Caledonia State Park. Mont Alto Slate 

Park, Buchanan s Birthplace State Parit. a small portion of Cowan's Gap State Park, Tuscarora 

State Forest. Buchanan State Forest. Bear Valley. Gunter Valley, and State Game Lands #76.

species of concern. State game land protects more than 15,000 acres in the County. These lands 

arc managed by the State Game Commission.

The forests, which were once dominated by Chestnut trees, are characterised as Appalachian 

Oak Forest. Oaks. Black Birch, Red Maple. Black Gum. Hickories, American Beech and 

Tuliptree are the major associates of this forest characterization. The understory of Appalachian 

Oak Forests typically consists of Mountain Laurel, Low Sweet Blueberry, Lowbush Blueberry. 

Black Huckleberry. WitchjHazcl and other species.1 Common invasive species in the region 

include thistle. Garlic mustard, purple loosestrife, water chestnut, multiflora rose, Norway maple, 

trcc-of-heavcn, Japanese honeysuckle, and milc-a-minuto vine, among others. Hemlock Wooly 

Adclgid and the Emeral Ash Borer arc two of the most destructive accidentally introduced insect 

species and they arc destroying large numbers of trees in the region. This is evident in every 

forest in the County.



Highlights

/a4

Appendix F - 2011 Wildlife^Associated Recreation -XPA 
A

»



Introduction

Sportspersons

WlldliU’Rilated Recreation

Sportspersons

Hunters

2 2011 National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife-Associated Recreation—Pennsylvania U S. Fish and Wildlife Service and U.S. Census Bureau

Additionally, this report does not 

provide information about the State’s 
number of licensed anglers and hunters. 
Historical license data can be found at 

wsfrprograms.fws.gov.

The total number of sportspersons is 
equal to the sum of people who only 
fished, only hunted, and both hunted 

and fished. It is not the sum of all 
anglers and all hunters because those 

people who both fished and hunted are 
included in both the angler and hunter 

population and would be incorrectly 
counted twice.

The National Survey of Fishing, 

Hunting, and Wildlife-Associated 

Recreation reports results from inter
views with U.S. residents about their 

fishing, hunting, and wildlife watching. 

This report focuses on 2011 participa
tion and expenditures of persons 16 

years of age and older.

The report also provides information 

on participation in wildlife recreation 

in 2010, particularly of persons 6 to 15 
years of age. The 2010 information is 

provided in Appendix B. Information 
about the Survey’s scope and coverage 
is in Appendix D. The remainder of this 

section defines important terms used in 

the Survey.

Sportspersons are those who fished 
or hunted. Individuals who fished 

or hunted commercially in 2011 are 
reported as sportspersons only if they 

also fished or hunted for recreation. The 

sportspersons group is composed of the 
three subgroups shown in the diagram 

below: (1) those that fished and hunted, 
(2) those that only fished, and (3) those 

that only hunted.

This report does not provide infor
mation about the State’s wildlife 

resources. That, and additional infor

mation on wildlife-related recreation, 
may be obtained from State fish and 

wildlife agencies. The Association of 

Fish and Wildlife Agencies can provide 
the addresses and telephone numbers 
of those agencies. The Association’s 

website is www.fishwildlife.org.

In addition to 2011 estimates, we also 
provide trend information in the High
lights section and Appendix C of the 

report. The 2011 numbers reported can 
be compared with those in the 1991,
1996, 2001, and 2006 Survey reports 
because they used similar methodolo
gies. The 2011 estimates should not 

be directly compared with results 
from Surveys conducted prior to 1991 

because of changes in methodology to 

improve accuracy.

Wildlife-related recreation is fishing, 

hunting, and wildlife-watching activi

ties. These categories are not mutually 

exclusive because many individuals 
participated in more than one activity. 

Wildlife-related recreation is reported 
in two major categories: (1) fishing 

and hunting, and (2) wildlife watching, 
which includes observing, photo
graphing, and feeding fish or wildlife.

The Survey is a snapshot of one year. 

The information it collected tells us 
how many people participated and 

how much they spent on their activi

ties in the State in 2011. It does not 
tell us how many anglers, hunters, and 

wildlife watchers there were because 

many do not participate every year. 
For example, based on information 
collected in the Survey’s household 

screen phase, we can estimate that 
about 51 percent more anglers and 

44 percent more hunters participated 

nationally in at least I of the 5 years 

prior to the screen survey year 2010.

Fished
only

Fishing and Hunting

This Survey reports information about 

residents of the United States who 
fished or hunted in 2011, regardless of 

whether they were licensed. The fishing 
and hunting sections report information 

for three groups: (1) sportspersons, (2) 
anglers, and (3) hunters.

Fished
and
hunted

Hunted
only

Anglers

Anglers are sportspersons who only 
fished plus those who fished and 
hunted. Anglers include not only 

licensed hook and line anglers, but 

also those who have no license and 
those who use special methods such 

as fishing with spears. Three types of 
fishing are reported: (1) freshwater, 

excluding the Great Lakes, (2) Great 
Lakes, and (3) saltwater. Since many 

anglers participated in more than one 
type of fishing, the total number of 
anglers is less than the sum of the three 

types of fishing.

Anglers



Hunters Away-Frum-Home

Around-The-Home

Wildlife Watchers
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Hunters are sportspersons who only 
hunted plus those who hunted and 
fished. Hunters include not only 

licensed hunters using rifles and 
shotguns, but also those who have 

no license and those who engage 
in hunting with archery equipment, 
muzzleloaders, other primitive firearms, 

or pistols or handguns.

collected data only for those activities 

where the primary purpose was wildlife 
watching (observing, photographing, or 

feeding wildlife).

This group includes persons who 
took trips or outings of at least I mile 
from home for die primary purpose of 

observing, feeding, or photographing 
fish and wildlife. Trips to fish or hunt or 

scout and trips to zoos, circuses, aquar

iums, and museums are not considered 
wildlife-watching activities.

This group includes those who 
participated within I mile of home and 

involves one or more of the following: 
(1) closely observing or trying to iden

tify birds or other wildlife; (2) photo
graphing wildlife; (3) feeding birds or 

other wildlife; (4) maintaining natural 
areas of at least 1/4 acre where benefit 

to wildlife is the primary concern;
(5) maintaining plantings (shrubs, 

agricultural crops, etc.) where benefit 

to wildlife is the primary concern; or
(6) visiting parks and natural areas 
within I mile of home for the primary 

purpose of observing, feeding, or 
photographing wildlife.

Since 1980, the National Survey has 
included information on wildlife

watching activities in addition to 
fishing and hunting. However, unlike 

the 1980 and 1985 Surveys, the 

National Surveys since 1991 have 

The 2011 Survey uses a strict definition 
of wildlife watching. Participants must 

either take a “special interest” in wild

life around their homes or take a trip 
for the “primary purpose” of wildlife 

watching. Secondary wildlife watching, 
such as incidentally observing wildlife 

while pleasure driving, is not included.

Two types of wildlife-watching activity 

are reported: (1) away-from-home 
(formerly nonresidential) activities and 

(2) around-the-home (formerly residen
tial) activities. Because some people 

participated in more than one type of 

wildlife watching, the sum of partici
pants in each type will be greater than 

the total number of wildlife watchers. 
Only those engaged in activities whose 

primary purpose was wildlife watching 
are included in the Survey. The two 
types of wildlife-watching activity are 

defined below.

Four types of hunting are reported: 

(1) big game, (2) small game, 
(3) migratory bird, and (4) other 
animals. Since many hunters partici
pated in more than one type of hunting, 

the sum of hunters for big game, 

small game, migratory bird, and other 
animals exceeds the total number of 

hunters.



2011 Pennsylvania Summary

Fishing
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Activities in Pennsylvania by Residents and 

Nonresidents

Activities by Pennsylvania Residents Both Inside and 
Outside Pennsylvania

3329.000
734.000 

3.228.000 
7.863.000

Anelers............................. ..
Days of fishing ............. 
Average days per angler ...... 
Tbtal expenditures  

Trip-related ...................
Equipment and other  

Average per angler .... ....
Average trip expenditure per day 

3398,000
809,000 

3.228,000 
9.554.000

1.101,000 
10.136,000 

9 
$485,490,000 
$228,510,000 
$256,980,000 

$409 
$23

11
SI.002.614.000 

$86,767,000 
S9| 5,847.000 

5301 
Sli

703,000 
17.826,000 

25 
$995,487,000 
$183,105,000 
$812382.000 

$1,416 
$10

12 
$1370.888.000 

$266.669.000 
$1.004319.000 

$308 
$28

773,000 
18347.000 

24 
$970,598,000 
$172,710,000 
$797,888,000 

$1307 
$9

1,008,000 
9.926.000

10 
$429,991,000 
$237,919,000 
$192,072,000 

$426 
$24

Hunting

Hunters ...................
Days of hunting. ...................
Average days per hunter  
Total expenditures.  

Trip-related ...........
Equipment and other .........

Average per hunter  
Average trip expenditure per day 

Wildlife Watching

Total wildlife-watching participants. 
Away-ftom-home participants  
Around-thc-homc participants...., 

Days of participation away from home. 
Average days of participation 

away from home  
Total expenditures  

Trip-related
Equipment and other  

Average per participant  
Average trip expenditure per day

Hunting

Hunters  
Days of hunting  
Average days per hunter ...... 
Total expenditures .....

Trip-related ............
Equipment and other  

Average per hunter .........
Average trip expenditure per day 

Fishing

Anglers .............
Days of fishing  
Average days per angler  
Total expenditures

Trip-related ...........
Equipment and other  

Average per angler  
Average trip expenditure per day 

Wildlife Watching

Total wildlife-watching participants, 
Awny-from-home participants  
Around-the-home participants..... 

Days of participation away from home. 
Average days of participation

away from home  
Total expenditures, ....

Trip-related ...................
Equipment and other  

Average per participant  
Average trip expenditure per day



Wildlife-Related Recreation

Hunting

Fishing Hunting

4.b million
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Participation in 2011 by 6* to 

l&'Year-Old Pennsylvania 

Residents

Wildlife 
Watching

The focus of the National Survey is 
on the activity of participants 16 years 

old and older. However, the activity 
of 6- to 15-year-olds can be calculated 

using the screening data covering the 
year 2010. It is assumed for estimation 

purposes that the proportion of 6- to

N<Ma DNMido«<K«MMiOluUlt>K4NMO(: 

T«Mm I Mid 24

Wildlife 
Watching

3.6 million
809 thousand

3.2 million

15-year-old participants to participants 

16 years old and older remained the 

same in 2010 and 2011. Based on 

this assumption, in addition to the 1.0 
million resident anglers 16 years old or 

older in Pennsylvania, there were 282 

thousand resident anglers 6 to 15 years 
old. Also, there were 703 thousand 

Pennsylvanians 16 years old and older 
and 63 thousand Pennsylvanians 6 to 

15 years old who hunted. Finally, there 

were 3.3 million Pennsylvanians 16 
years old and older and 586 thousand 

Pennsylvanians 6 to 15 years old who 
wildlife watched. Information on 2010 

data for 6- to 15-year-olds is provided 
in Appendix B.

Percvnl of Total Residential
Participants 6 to 15 Years Old 

by Activity: 2010 

(Total: 810 thousand participants)

Percent of Total Participants 
by Activity

(Total: 4.6 million participants)

1.4 million 
1.1 million

775 thousand

Sport* person* 
Total ................

Anglers..., 
Hunters....

Wildlife Hatchers 
Total.........................

Away from home 
Around the home

Wildlife-Related
Recreation Expenditures 

in Pennsylvania 

(Total: $2.8 billion)

Expenditures In Pennsylvania

In 2011, state residents and nonresi
dents spent $2.8 billion on wildlife 

recreation in Pennsylvania. Of that 

total, trip-related expenditures were 
$668 million and equipment expen

ditures totaled $1.6 billion. The 
remaining $527 million was spent on 

licenses, contributions, land ownership 

and leasing, and other items.

Equipment
57%

Participation in Pennsylvania

The 2011 Survey found that 4.6 million 

Pennsylvania residents and nonresi
dents 16 years old and older fished, 

hunted, or wildlife watched in Pennsyl

vania. Of the total number of partici

pants, 1.1 million fished, 775 thousand 
hunted, and 3.6 million participated 

in wildlife-watching activities, which 

includes observing, feeding, and photo
graphing wildlife. The sum of anglers, 

hunters, and wildlife watchers exceeds 
the total number of participants in 

wildlife-related recreation because 
many of the individuals engaged in 

more than one wildlife-related activity.

Trip-related
24%

Participants in Wildlife-Related Recreation in Pennsylvania: 2011 

(U.S. residents 16 years old and older)

Total

Fishing

71%

Other



Sportspersons

1,4 million
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775 thousand
323 thousand
452 thousand

Hunters.
Hunted only .... 
Hunted and fished 

Anglers
Fished only ..... 
Fished and hunted 

Pennsylvania. Another 323 thousand 

(23 percent) hunted but did not fish 
there. The remaining 452 thousand (32 
percent) fished and hunted in Pennsyl

vania in 2011.

In 2011,1.4 million state resident and 

nonresident sportspersons 16 years old 
and older fished or hunted in Pennsyl

vania. This group was comprised of 
1.1 million anglers (77 percent of all 

1.1 million 
649 thousand 
452 thousand

sportspersons) and 775 thousand hunters 
(54 percent of all sportspersons). Among 

the 1.4 million sportspersons who fished 
or hunted in the state, 649 thousand 

(46 percent) fished but did not hunt in

SiWr DcwlAftMAddbKMKmuihfJe 
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Sportspersons’ Participation in Pennsylvania 

(State residents and nonresidents 16 years old and older) 

Sportspersons (Ashed or hunted) .....
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Days of fishing,  

Residents .. 
Nonresidents 

Days of fishing...
In Pennsylvania 

In other states..

1.0 million 
891 thousand
311 thousand

10.1 million
8.4 million
18 million

9.9 million
8.4 million
1.6 million

Note Dcwl do«i not add w total because ot multiple mpuue* 

Source lable 1

older who fished in the United States 

in 2011 for a total of 9.9 million days. 
An estimated 88 percent of all Penn

sylvania residents who fished did so in 
their home state. Of all fishing days by 

Pennsylvania residents, 84 percent or 
8.4 million were in their home state. 

For further details about fishing in 

Pennsylvania, see Table 3.

A large majority of Pennsylvania 
residents who fished anywhere in the 

United States did so in their resident 

stale. There were 1.0 million Penn
sylvania residents 16 years old and 

El million
891 thousand
210 thousand

Anglers In Pennsylvania 

(State residents and nonresidents 16 years old and older) 

Anglers ...
Residents  
Nonresidents ...................................

In State/Out of State 

(State residents 16 years old and older) 

Pennsylvania anglers  
In Pennsylvania  
In other states

fished 8.4 million days—83 percent 
of all fishing days in Pennsylvania. 

Nonresidents fished 1.8 million days in 

Pennsylvania—17 percent of all fishing 
days in the state.

Participants and Days of Fishing

In 2011, 1.1 million state residents and 
nonresidents 16 years old and older 
fished in Pennsylvania. Of this total, 

891 thousand anglers (81 percent) 
were state residents and 210 thousand 

anglers (19 percent) were nonresidents. 

Anglers fished a total of 10.1 million 
days in Pennsylvania—an average 

of 9 days per angler. State residents 
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The purchase of other items, such 

as magazines, membership dues, 
licenses, permits, stamps, and land 
leasing and ownership, amounted to 
$63 million—13 percent of all fishing 

expenditures. For more details about 
fishing expenditures in Pennsylvania, 

see Tables 19 and 21 through 23.

Fishing Expenditures in Pennsylvania 

(Total: $485 million)

S485 million 
S229 million 
$194 million 
SI 14 million 
S80 million 
$63 million

Percont of Anglers by Residence 

(Total: 1.1 million participants)

Anglers spent $ 194 million on equip
ment in Pennsylvania in 2011,40 

percent of all fishing expenditures. 
Fishing equipment (rods, reels, lines, 
etc.) spending totaled $114 million—59 

percent of the equipment total. 

Auxiliary equipment expenditures 
(tents, special fishing clothing, etc.) 

and special equipment expenditures 
(boats, vans, etc.) amounted to $80 

million—41 percent of the equipment 

total. Expenditures classified as special 

and auxiliary equipment are on items 
that were purchased for fishing but 
could be used in activities other than 

fishing.

Trip-rolated
47%

fishing Expenditures In 
Pennsylvania

All fishing-related expenditures in 
Pennsylvania totaled $485 million 

in 2011. Trip-related expenditures, 

including food and lodging, transporta
tion, and other expenses totaled $229 

million—47 percent of all fishing 

expenditures. Expenditures for food 
and lodging were $77 million and 

transportation expenditures were $83 

million. Other trip expenses, such as 
equipment rental, bait, and cooking 

fuel, totaled $69 million. Each angler 
spent an average of $208 on trip-related 

costs during 2011.

Other
13%

 Equipment
40%

Fishing Expenditures in Pennsylvania 

(State residents and nonresidents 16 years old and older) 

Total  
Trip-related  
Equipment ......................................................

Fishing ...........................................
Auxiliary and special ...........................................

Other........................................... ................. ........... ....

Residents Nonresidents



Hunters
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Dnys of hunting 
Residents ... 
Nonresidents.

11$ thousand
699 thousand
76 thousand

Days of hunting..
In Pennsylvania 

In other states..

703 thousand
699 thousand

18.1 mUUan
17.6 million

593 thousand

17.8 million
17.6 million

for a total of 17.8 million days. An 
estimated 99 percent of all Pennsyl

vania residents who hunted did so in 
their home state. Of all hunting days by 

Pennsylvania residents, 99 percent or 

17.6 million were spent pursuing game 
in their home state. For further informa

tion on hunting activities by Pennsyl

vania residents, see Table 3.

Sample u* Um amall lieu than t  j tu itpun data relobh 

Table)

dents hunted 18.2 million days in

2011, an average of 24 days per hunter. 
Residents hunted 17.6 million days 

in Pennsylvania or 97 percent of all 
hunting days, while nonresidents spent 

598 thousand days in Pennsylvania or 3 

percent of all hunting days.

There were 703 thousand Pennsylvania 
residents 16 years old and older who 

hunted in the United States in 2011 

Hunters in Pennsylvania

t Stalo residents and nonresidents 16 years old and older)

Hunters.............................. ...............................................
Residents ...............................
Nonresidents  .

In State/Out of State 

(State residents 16 years old and older)

Pennsylvnnln hunters .............
In Pennsylvania ............. ............
In other states

Participants and Days of Hunting

In 2011, there were 775 thousand 

residents and nonresidents 16 years 

old and older who hunted in Pennsyl

vania. Resident hunters numbered 699 
thousand, accounting for 90 percent of 

the hunters in Pennsylvania. There were 

76 thousand nonresidents who hunted 

in Pennsylvania—10 percent of the 
State’s hunters. Residents and nonresi



Nonresidents

Comparative Hunting Expenditures by Type of Hunting

Trip expenditures per day:Trip expenditures per hunter:
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The purchase of other items, such 

as magazines, membership dues, 
licenses, permits, and land leasing, 
and ownership, cost hunters $234 
million—24 percent of all hunting 
expenditures. For more details on 

hunting expenditures in Pennsylvania, 
see Tables 20 through 23.

Hunting Expenditures

In PennsylvenU 

(Total: $971 million)

Percent of Hunters by Residence 

(Total: 775 thousand participants)

I Al hunting 
I Big game 
I Small game 
] Migratory birds 

] Other animals

[
[

. S97i million 

. $173 million 

. SS64 million 

. $319 million 
$244 million 

, $234 million

Hunting Expenditures in 

Pennsylvania

All hunting-related expenditures in 
Pennsylvania totaled $971 million 

in 2011. Trip-related expenses, such 
as food and lodging, transporta

tion. and other trip expenses, totaled 
$173 million—18 percent of total 

expenditures. Expenditures for food 
and lodging were $62 million and 
transportation expenditures were $99 

million. Other trip expenses, such as 
equipment rental, totaled $12 million 

for the year. The average trip-related 
expenditure per hunter was $223.

 Trip-related 
18%

1 Other 
/ 24%

 Equipment
58%

Hunters spent $564 million on equip

ment—58 percent of all hunting 

expenditures. Hunting equipment 
(guns, ammunition, etc.) totaled $319 

million and made up 57 percent of all 

equipment costs. Hunters spent $244 
million on auxiliary equipment (tents, 

special hunting clothes, etc.) and 

special equipment (boats, vans, etc.), 
accounting for 43 percent of total 

equipment expenditures for hunting. 
Expenditures classified as special 

and auxiliary equipment are on items 

that were purchased for hunting but 

could be used in activities other than 

hunting.

Hunting Expenditures in Pennsylvania 

(Stale residents and nonresidents 16 yean old and older)

Total........................................................................................
rnp-relaied......................................... ....................... ....

Equipment........................................................................
Hunting
Auxiliary and special  

Other

Residents

$11



Wildlife Watchers
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Days, total.................... ..

Observe wildlife
Photograph wildlife ..  

Feed wildlife

9.6 million
8 4 million
3.1 million
4.2 million

Pennsylvanians 16 years old and older 
who enjoyed away-from-home wildlife 
watching within their state totaled 502 

thousand. Of this group, 502 thousand 

participants observed wildlife and 191 
thousand photographed wildlife. Since 
some individuals engaged in more than 

one of the away-from-home activities 
during the year, the sum of wildlife 

observers, feeders, and photographers 

exceeds the total number away-from- 
home participants.

Pennsylvanians spent 7.2 million days 

engaged in away-from-home wildlife
watching activities in their state. They 

spent 6.2 million days observing and 
2.3 million days photographing wild

life. For further details about away- 
from-home activities, see Table 25.

Pennsylvania residents also took an 

active interest in wildlife around their 
homes. In 2011,3.2 million state 
residents enjoyed observing, feeding, 

and photographing wildlife within 

one mile of their homes. Among this 

around-the-home group, 2.4 million 
fed, 2.4 million observed, and 1.0 
million photographed wildlife around 

their homes. Another 410 thousand 
participants maintained natural areas of 
one-quarter acre or more for wildlife; 

300 thousand participants maintained 
plantings for the benefit of wildlife; 
and 471 thousand participants visited 

parks or natural areas within a mile of 
home because of the wildlife. Summing 
the number of participants in these six 

activities results in an estimate that 
exceeds the total number of around- 

the-home participants because many 

people participated in more than one 
type of around-the-home activity. In 

addition, 20 percent of Pennsylvanian 

around-the-home wildlife watchers 
also enjoyed wildlife away from home. 
For further details about Pennsylvania 

residents participating in around-the- 
home wildlife-watching activities, see 
Table 27.

No* DnmI (to" km add to toud bacMttc of muinpte mpemaa 

Source Table IT

809 thousand
807 thousand 
422 thousand

3.2 million 
2.4 million 
2.4 million 
1.0 million 

410 thousand 
300 thousand
471 thousand

Now Dctad 4ooa km w> waal hacaaw «4 mptauei

Swn l aHeN

3.6 million
3 J million

809 thousand

home are called “away-from-home” 
participants. People participating in 

away-from-home activities in 

Pennsylvania in 2011 numbered 
809 thousand—22 percent of all 
wildlife watchers in Pennsylvania. 
Of the 809 thousand, 502 thousand 

were state residents and 307 thousand 

were nonresidents.

Away-From-Home Wildlife-Watching Participation in Pennsylvania 

(State residents and nonresidents 16 years old and older)

Participants, total ...
Observe wildlife.,.
Photograph wildlife
Feed wildlife.

Now OcUtl aw M xid lu t.x*1 b<K>u»c of nu.lfipk' icapofiM, 

Juki r»b*c 2S

Participants and Days of Activity

In 2011,3.6 million U.S. residents 

16 years old and older fed, observed, 
or photographed wildlife in Pennsyl

vania. Most of them, 90 percent (3.2 
million), enjoyed their activities close 

to home and are called “around-the- 

home” participants. Those persons who 
enjoyed wildlife at least one mile from

Around-The-Home Wildlife-Watching Participation in Pennsylvania 

(State residents 16 years old and older)

lotal............................................
Feed wildlife
Observe wildlife  
Photograph wildlife  

Maintain natural areas  
Maintain plantings
Visit parks and natural areas 

Wildlife-Watching Participants in Pennsylvania 

(State residents and nonresidents 16 years old and older) 

Total  
Around the home  
Away from home 
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Wildlife-watching participants spent 
nearly $789 million on equipment—62

181.4 million 
176.0 million 

5.4 million

Specifically, wildlife-watching equip
ment (binoculars, special clothing, 

etc.) expenditures totaled $314 million, 
40 percent of the equipment total. 

Auxiliary equipment expenditures 
(tents, backpacking equipment, etc.) 
and special equipment expenditures 

(campers, trucks, etc.) amounted to 
$475 million—60 percent of all equip

ment costs. Expenditures classified 
as special and auxiliary equipment 
are on items that were purchased for 

wildlife-watching recreation but could 

be used in activities other than wildlife 
watching.

Other items purchased by wildlife

watching participants, such as maga
zines, membership dues and contribu

tions, land leasing and ownership, and 
plantings, totaled $216 million—17 

percent of all wildlife-watching expen

ditures. For more details about wildlife
watching expenditures in Pennsylvania, 

see Table 31.

Bird watching attracted many wild
life enthusiasts in Pennsylvania. In 

2011, 2.7 million people observed 

birds around the home and on trips in 
the state. A majority, 85 percent (2.3 

million), observed wild birds around 

the home while 27 percent (728 thou
sand) took trips away from home to 
watch birds.

WMlift-Walchlng
Expenditures in Pennsylvania 

(Total: $1.3 billion)

Around the 
home only

hays, total....................
Around the home ... 
Away from home ,,.

$13 billion 
$267 million 
$789 million 
$314 million 
$475 million 
$216 million

2,7 million
2.3 million

728 thousand

Wild Bird Observers in Pennsylvania 

(State residents and nonresidents 16 years old and older)

Partiripants, total ....................
Around the home ....................
Away from home

Away'From-Home Activity 
by Around'The'Home Participants 

(Total: 3.2 million participants)

Wildlife-Watching Expenditures In 

Pennsylvania

Wildlife watchers spent $1.3 billion on 
wildlife-watching activities in Penn

sylvania in 2011. Trip-related expen

ditures, including food and lodging 
($203 million) and transportation ($58 

million), amounted to $267 million. 
This summation comprised 21 percent 

of all wildlife-watching expenditures 

by participants. The average of the trip- 
related expenditures for away-from- 

home participants was $329 per person 
in 2011.

Sow D«mI tom M aMMioui tocMMof Miivbi 

Um TtotoJ*

Wildlife-Watching Expenditures in Pennsylvania 

(State residents and nonresidents 16 years old and older) 

loial........................................................................................
Trip-related .........................................................
Equipment ...............................

Wildlife watching ..................
Auxiliary and special  

Other

Both around 
the home 
and away 

from home
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Hunting
Hunters in state  
Days in state  
In*state expenditures by U.S. hunters 
State resident hunters  
Total expenditures by state residents

3.371
2.325
2.812

809
9.554

734

M4 
«-|5

-45 
-34
-21
-56

mates. A 90-percent confidence interval 
around the estimate gives the range of 

estimates that 90 percent of all possible 
representative samples would supply. If 

the 90-percent confidence intervals of 

the two surveys’ estimates overlap, it 
is not possible to say the two estimates 

are statistically different.

$1,270,888 
$1,002,614

3,228
2.413
2.399

The best way to compare estimates 
from surveys is not to compare the 

estimates themselves but to compare 
the confidence intervals around the esti

the United States. The in-state esti
mates cover the participation, day, and 

expenditure activity if U.S. residents in 
Pennsylvania.

Fishing
Anglers in state  

Days in state  
In-stale expenditures by U.S. anglers ... 
State resident anglers  
Total expenditures by state residents ....

The state resident estimates cover the 

participation and expenditure activity 
of Pennsylvania residents anywhere in 

-23 
«3I 

«_|9 
«_|9
*M3

Comparing the estimates from the

2001, 2006, and 2011 Surveys gives 
a perspective on the state of wildlife- 

related recreation in the early twenty- 

first century in Pennsylvania. Only the 

most general recreation comparisons 
are presented here.

Pennsylvania 2001 and 2011 Comparison 

(Numbers in thousands Expenditures in 2011 dollars)

Away-From-llomc Wildlife Watching 
Participants in state  
Days in state  
State resident participants

The expenditure estimates were made 
comparable by adjusting the estimates 

for inflation—all estimates are in 2011
dollars.

Around- The-Hume Wildlife Watching 
Total participants  
Observers  
Feeders

«4 
*-36

1.266
18.313

$737,118 
1.270 

$968,142

1,279
18,990
1,173

775 
18.247 

$970,598 
703 

$995,487

1.101 
10.136 

$485,490 
1.008

$429,991

-37
-50
-37

Wildlife-Watching Expenditures
In-stale expenditures by U.S. wildlife watchers.,. $1,221,604 
Total expenditures by state residents  $ 1.559,130

1.000 
13.955 

. $1,195^33 
867

. $1,144,602
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$429,001 -76

... $ 1.748.008

| Anglers Q Anglers

Hunters Hunters

Wildlife Watchers

1.7953,502
3,371

LLL ill1.26«

994 1,0441,000
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1,101 
■ 775

M-21
NM7

3,502
2,349
2,938

$1,270,888
$1,002,614

775
18^47 

$970,598 
703 

$995,487

809
9,554

734

Ihmlhig
Huntcn in stale,.................................
Dgyi in state
In*statc expenditures by U.S. hunters 

State resident hunters  
Total expenditures by state residents

-31 
^O
«-29

An ay* From-Home Wildlife Watching 
Participants in state  

Days in state  
State resident participants

Total Expenditures by
Participants in Pennsylvania 

(In millions of 2011 dollars)

Fishing
Anglers in state
Days in state  
In-state expenditures by U.S, anglers 

State resident anglers
Total expenditures by state residents 

1,168
11.972

1.038

1.101 
10,136 

$485,490 
1,008

* the 10 te*«i «f aCMac«K«

1,044
16,863 

$1,795,322 
933

Around-1 he-Home Wildlife Watching
Fotal participant .....................................
Observers...................................................
Feeders

| Around the home 

Away from homo

".J 

M3 
W-I8

-26
s'8
46 

-25 
-43

Numbar of People Who Wildlife 
Watched in Pennsylvania:
2001-2011

(In thousands)

Pennsylvania 2006 and 2011 Comparison

(Numbers in thousands Expenditures in 2011 dollars)

3,228
2,413
2.399

W ildlifc-W niching Expenditures
In-state expenditures by U.S. wildlife watchers... $ | ,609,588 
Total expenditures by state residents  $1,906,000

Number ot People Who Hunted 
and Fished in Pennsylvania:
2001-2011

(In thousands)

994 
17.967

$1,440,693 
990

$1,813,149
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The First Farmers
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From its provincial days, Pennsylvania was 

recognised as the breadbasket of the colonies. 

William Penn wanted farmers, dting industrious 

farmers as the primary person “that Providence 

seems to have most fitted to Plantations “

Farming was the primary occupation of Franklin 

and German settlers The 

earliest immigrant farmers to Pennsylvania were 

Dutch and Swedish, settling along the Delaware 

River more than forty years before William Penn 

chartered Pennsylvania. A farm in the inland, 

wooded frontier of Franklin County was a different 

farming environment than one along the Delaware 

River. Personal sustenance was the focus of these 

early Franklin County farms.

1

Appendix G- Franklin Fresh 2017

V ■

the skills that he learned from the farmstead 

and developed a new skill or trade to step into 

another way to make a living.

German farmers were specialists They came 

from generations of farmers and gravitated to 

the limestone soil of Franklin County's valley 

because it was like the soils of the farms where 

they learned their skills They used the types and 

ere to settle
German immigrants knew hardwoods like oak, 

maple, beech, hickory, and black walnut, were 

signs of fertile, limestone soil. German farmers 

laid roots throughout Franklin County, applying 

their methods of farming and making a lasting 

contribution to the county's agricultural heritage. 

The German Family Garden

Pennsylvania German kitchen gardens, also known 

as four-square gardens are a contribution of the 

Pennsylvania German farmer, who learned the 

method from Swiss ancestors. The four-square 

garden is four,

-i,

The two main immigrant farmers of Franklin 

County were Scots-Irish and German. Both farmed 

for sustenance, but their approach to farming was 

different. The Scots-Irish farmer was a generalist. 

He was a jack-
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Another contribution, closely related to housing 

animals, is the Pennsylvania German bank barn. 

The two-and-half-story-barn is built into the

English and Swedish farmers did not house the'r 

livestock in stables. However, German farmers, 

realizing a colder animal uses more energy to 

stay warm and then eats more, sheltered animals 

through the winter. Also, they understood the 

value of a healthy animal for work on the farm. 

Horses wintered indoors were better fit for field 

work in the spring. Today, a farmer would not 

think of leaving livestock in the fields during the 

hard winter months.

mounded soil would be called a raised bed More 

squares could be added in even quantities, but 

the garden was typically laid out in a dimension 

that was a multiple of eleven feet. The garden was 

meant to receive morning sun and be in proximity 

to the kitchen, h was always enclosed with a 

picket fence and often included a lilac bush. 

With a raised bed. drainage was good and 

planting could begin earlier than field planting. 

Women and children maintained the garden 

They planted the garden, kept it free of weeds, 

harvested the produce, and saved seed for 

the next year's planting. The garden included 

cabbage, potatoes, beets, carrots, spring onions, 

radishes, squash, cucumbers, beans, tomatoes, 

lettuce, peppers, melons, and herbs like oregano, 

winter savory, chives, rosemary, and dill.

For storage, a half barrel was buned underground 

to create a mini root cellar. Cabbages, apples, 

potatoes and beets could be stored in the 

undergrounded barrel throughout the fall and 

winter.

Lasting Contributions to Farming





COUNTY PROFILE

% change2012 2007

Number of Farms 1,596 1,540 ♦ 4

Land in Farms 264,521 acres 242,634 acres ♦ 9

Average Size of Farm 166 acres ♦ 5158 acres

$413,806,000 $304,450,000 ♦ 36

$259,277 $197,694 ♦ 31

$4,302,000 $2,746,000Government Payments ♦ 57

$7,893 $5,132Average Per Farm Receiving Payments + 54

CM

J

www.agcensus.usda.gov

Franklin County
Pennsylvania

US Department of Agriculture 
National Agricultural Statistics Service

Market Value of Products Sold

Crop Sales $89,217,000 (22 percent) 
Livestock Sales $324,589,000 (78 percent) 

Average Per Farm

0,CENSUSor
“agriculture

Farms by &», 2012 Landin Fanrn, 2012 
by Land Use
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Franklin County Pennsylvania

Universe 1Universe 1Quantity State Rank U.S. Rank

VALUE OF SALES 8Y COMMOOHY OROUP (t1,000)
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80
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TOP CROP ITEMS (Mf**)

67
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1.87S.710
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Other County Highlights, 2012

QuantityEconomic Characteristics Operator Charactedetics Quantity

Other
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American MMa or Al

Mon than one moo 1
•7,202
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J

070
626

4
1
6

4 
6
2

66
67
54
67

62
81
75

2.723
2.637
2.416

3.077
3.072
3.076

332,956
206.816

4
13
4
3
2

91
67
17

2.626
436
635

2.602
2.724
2.676
1.530
3.046
3.013
3.0M
2,038
2,627
2.M6
3.011
1.366
2.624

104
136
56
60
37

105
196
218
227

242
103

61
878

17
905

M
88
62

3,057
1836
2.237
2.162
2,537
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4
2
5
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1.446
147
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260

33
225
333
(O)
(O)

274

413.806
66.217 j

324.566

440.M 1
331.081
126.421
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Law toon $1,000 
61 000 »12.499 
12 500 to $4 999 
M.000 to $9 999 
$10 000 to 119.999 
120.000 to $24 999 
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$50 000 to $99,999 
$100,000 » $249,999 
$250 000 to $499,999 
$800,000 or mon
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2
3
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»
2
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4
•
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68.368
42,378
38.373
21.101
9.832
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R 717 532-3216

it meanders around the South Mountain, or along the .4 

Buchanan Trail. Taste your way across the county and

Open May-October: 

Monday-Saturday: 8 AM • 6 PM

Product: Vegetables, Local Canned 

Goods and Jams/Jellies

HOME A 
GROWN

Farms and orchards are the backbone of Franklin 

County. Farmland is much of the beauty and is not 

only appealing to the eye but yields an abundance 

of tasty fresh foods. Farmers markets and roadside 

produce stands pop up across the county. Some are 

seasonal and some year-round. The freshness is 

unbeatable. Take a drive along the historic Lincoln 

Highway, through the Path Valley, along Route 997 as

P: 717-253^9349 

Year Round: 

Monday - Friday: 8 AM - 4 PM 

Products: Fruit, Vegetables

Antietam Dairy
834 South Ourcft Street 

Wayreibofo PA 17266 

P: 717-782-6212 

Apt. SeptoMAer

14 PM ■ 10 PM 

MoAxtr Swnferi M Jfc Shakes,

Country Acres Oder 

and Produce
6574 Wayne Highway 

Waynesboro. PA 17201

Benedict Produce
3766 Bmchbv# logo Road 

Chambe^bti'R ‘ A 17202 

P: 717-287-3238 

Ma» - September 

Monday 9 AM • • PM 

Tuteday - Friday • 30 AM - 6 PM 

Saturday 9 AM - 1 PM

Products Produce. Potatoes, Pumpkins, 

flowcn. Seasonal Fruits and Vegetables

C & R Produce
9823 Lincoln Way West 

mas. PA 17252 

P: 717-369-5610 

Year round (eaoept Sundays): 

Summer Moure: • AM - 6 PM 

Winter Hoere 8 AM - 6 PM

Prodx fi ■ >1 Fruits, Vegetables,

Flcwtrs Pin-Money, Jams/Jellies

Esh’s Produce
16417 Cumberland Highway 

Newburg, PA 17240

A Country Creek
Produce Market

3746 Etter Road 

Chambersburg, PA 17202 

P: 717 729-5343

Products: Pick your own Strawberries 

and Pumpkins. Farm fresh produce 

including Peaches.

F* Andrew’s Farm Market

9523 Uncoin West 

St Thom** PA 17252 

P: 717-369-0055 

May - NoeMAber 

Mm M SAM 9 PM 

AvdKtE Aesh Produce, Sesonal 

Floral MmMh and much more

Frantz’s Produce Stand 
10471 Buchanan Trail East 

Waynesboro. PA 17268 

P: 717-762-7465 

Monday ■ Thursday: 10 AM - 5:30 PM 

Friday: 10 AM - 7 PM 

Saturday: 9 AM - 3 PM 

Products: Corn, Melons, Flowers, 

Fruits, Vegetables

Fulton Farms CSA
Wilson College

1015 Philadelphia Avenue 

Chambersburg. PA 17201 

P: 717-264-4141 

May through November 

Call for hours
Products: Certified Naturally Grown 

Vegetables, Fruits, and Herbs

Biser Farms 
3765 Pioneer Ortve 

Si. Thomas. PA 17252 

SlMMa»ms.myshoplfy.c*A 

Products Variety of Cheeses

Blueberry Hill
Farmers Market

6685 Anthony Highway 

W ifnesboro, PA 17268 

P: 717-749-3522 

June - August. 

Monday > Saturday 9 AM - 5 PM 

Products Blueberries, Local Produce, 

Fresh Fruits and Vegetables in season

Cheese Haus at
Whispering Brook

8875 Edenville Cheestown Road 

Chambersburg. PA 17202 

P-. 717-552-4039 

Year Round: 

Tuesday-Wednesday: 9 AM-5 PM. 

Friday: 9 AM -6 PM. Saturday: 9 AM-3 PM 

Products: Variety of cheese and honey

Country Breeze
Farm Market

5039 Molly Pitcher Highway 

Chambersburg. PA 17202 

P: 717-375-4115 

Year Round: 

Monday - Friday: 8 AM - 6 PM. 

Saturday: 8 AM - 4 PM 

Product: Bulk Foods, Deli Meats & 

Cheeses, Produce, Vegetable Plants, 

Flowers, and Lawn Decorations

A Beams Blue
Mountain Farm

13374 Lurgan Aoad 

Newburt. PA 1T240 

P: 717-532-5537 

Joao -OctAb ar 

Mee«n - FHMy 10 AM - 6 PM 

SatorMy 6 AM - 4 PM

Redacts: Mied Goods, Fruit, Gifts/ 

CkefH Honejr. Jotm/Jellies, Pumpkins, 

WytfSii s, Raspberries Pick Your 

Own PvmfiKms, Strawberries

16 | Franklin County Fresh Food & Dining

OLt

be sure to take some freshness home to enjoy.

■
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Trayers Farm & 
Greenhouse

3—

Year Round:

Friday: 8 AM - 6 PM, 

Saturday: 8 AM -1 PM

Products: Meats, Cheeses, Baked

Goods, Seafood, Fresh Produce, Coins, 

Health Products

Monday - Friday: 9 AM - 5:30 PM 

Saturday: 9 AM - 4:00PM 

Labor Day through Thanksgiving 

Monday - Friday: 9 AM - 5 PM 

Saturday: 9 AM - 4 PM 

December 

Monday, Thursday & Friday: 11 AM - 5 PM 

Saturday: 9 AM - 4 PM
Products: Apples, Cider, Fruit, Cherries,

Pears, Plums, Nectarines, Grapes, 

Peaches and Vegetables

Maplewood Produce
and Nursery

8564 OWe Scotland Road 

Shippensburg. PA 17257 

P- 717-532-8973 

Year Round: 

Monday - Friday: 8 AM - 7 PM 

Saturday: 8 AM - 4 PM 

Products: Produce, Deli Sandwiches, 

Deli Meats, Cheeses, Baked Goods, 

Flowers, Shrubs, Outdoor Furniture

11452 Welsh Run Road 

Mercersburg. PA 17236 

R 717-328-2454 

April 1 - April 20 

Monday - Saturday: 9 AM - 5 PM 

April 21 - June 30 

Monday -Friday: 8 AM - 8 PM 

Saturday: 8 AM - 5 PM 

July 1 - July 31

Monday - Saturday: 9 AM - 5 PM 
Products: Flowers, Herb/Vegetable 

Plants, Annual/Perennial Flowers, 

Pumpkins & PYO Strawberriesl 

Tracey's Orchid
12483 Hollowell Church Road 

Greencastle. PA 17225 

P- 717 597 7565

d* Horst Orchards
11132 Tanyard Hill Road 

Orrstown. PA 17244 

R 717-532-2842 

July - October, Call lor Hours 

Products: Fruit, Seasonal Produce 

Pick Your Own: Cherries

Shatzer Fruit Market 
2197 Lincoln Way West 

Chambersburg. PA 17201 

R 717-283-2195 

June - March: 

Dally: 9 AM - 4 PM

Products: Fruit, Honey, Jams/Jellies, 

Maple Syrup

A Vafley Road Produce
17597 Path Valley Road 

Spring Run. PA 17262 

April - November

A Long Lane Orchard 
5355 Hess-Benedict Road 

Waynesboro. PA 17268 

R 717-762-4151 

September - October: 

londay - Friday: 1 PM - 8 PM 

.’roduct: Fruit, Jams/Jellies, Maple 

Syrup, Potatoes, Pumpkins

Hess Orchards

Farm Market
4323 Wayne Road 

Chambersburg. PA 17202 

R 717-284-8872 

Directions: One mile south of New 

Franklin on Route 316 (Wayne Road) 

Open April-November 

Summer Hours: 

Monday-Friday 9 AM - 6 PM 

Saturday 9AM-4PM 

Products: Fruit, strawberries, 

leaches, apples, vegetables, flowers, 

fjams/jellies, maple syrup, honey, 

apple butter and more

The Drying Shed
1587 Newcomer Road 

Chambersburg. PA 17201 

R 717-267-3305 

Call for Hours
Products: Flowers, Gifts/Crafts, Herbs, 

Nursery/Garden, Plants, Pumpkins, 

Strawberries. 

Pick Your Own Strawberries

Jim’s Farmers Market
255 Grant Street 

Chambersburg. PA 17201 

R 717-264-1273

A Guilford Gardens 
4140 Church Road 

Chambersburg. PA 17202 

R 717-261-1700 

Open Dally, September - October:

10 AM - Dusk

Products: Pumpkins, Mums

Wadels Dairy
6516 White Church Rd. 

Shippensburg. PA 17257 

R 717-532-2473 

Hours:

Monday-Saturday: 6 AM - 9 PM 

Products: Maple Syrup, Local Honey, 

Selection of Grass Fed Meats, Organic 

Grass Fed Milk, Homestead Cheese, 

Pastured Eggs

Windy Knoll Farm

Market & Creamery 
2685 Spring Road 

Chambersburg. PA 17202 

R 717-264-2900 

Summer Hours: 

Monday: 8 AM - 6 PM. 

Tuesday - Friday: 8 AM - 8 PM 

Saturday: 8 AM - 5 PM 

(Call for Winter Hours) 

Products: Bakery Items, 

Grocery Stores, Desserts, 

Produce and Ice Cream

d* Shady Grove
Fanners Produce 

3030 Buchanan Trail East 

Greencastle. PA 17225 

R 717-597-0825 

May - October: 

Monday - Friday: 9 AM - 5 PM 

Saturday: 9 AM - 4 PM

‘ 1 4 * ai4

A PauFs Country

Market
6374 Nunnery Road 

Waynesboro. PA 17268 

R 717-762-4840 

Year Round 

Monday - Friday: 8:30 AM - 6 PM 

Saturday: 8:30 AM-4 PM 

Products: Baked Goods, Dairy, Eggs, 

Fruit, Garden Center and Nursery, 

Gifts/Crafts, Hoagies on Handmade 

Rolls, Honey, Maple Syrup, Plants, 

Soft Pretzels, Vegetables

Northsquare
Farmers Market

50 North Main Street 

Chambersburg. PA 17201 

R 717-830-0625 

northsquarefarmersmarket.com 

Every Saturday May through October: 

8 AM-Noon. Rain or Shine

Products: a variety of the best locally 

grown produce, meats, eggs, cheese, 

jams, baked goods, flowers, coffee, arts 

and crafts, gourmet items and more.

d^ Trickling Springs

Creamery
2330 Molly Pitcher Highway 

Chambersburg. PA 17202 

R 717-709-0711 

Year-round: 

Monday - Wednesday: 10 AM - 7 PM. 

Thursday - Friday: 10 AM - 9 PM, 

Saturday: 10 AM - 6 PM 

Products: Milk, Organic Chocolate 

mile, Buttermilk, Egg Nog, Raw Milk 

Cheeses, Ice Cream and Yogurt. All 

dairy products made from grass-fed, 

happy cows.

I

A P’P® Dream Fromage 
2589 Shanks Church Road 

Greencaslte. PA 17225 

R 717-597-1877 

Hours by Appointment 

Products: Fresh French Goat Cheese 

—,

Mi
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The regular meeting, March 29,1911
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Mis. Lloyd was assisted in entertaining by Mrs. T. S. Mcllvaine, Mrs. Hoopes, 

and Mrs. /. Allan Blair. The meeting, in attendance, historic interest and 

entertainment was voted as being decidedly one of the (best of the winter 

season.

Steps were taken for the incorporation of the Kittochtinny Historical Society. 

Also, for a suitable and safe place to keep such books, documents and historical 

effects as may become the property of the society.

Was held at the home of Morris Lloyd, Fifth Avenue, Judge Rowe presiding. 

There was a fine attendance of members and guests, who were deeply impressed 

by the paper read, in the form of a narrative of" The Underground Railroad," 

by Mr. Hiram £. Wertz, who as one of its Captains, had much to do with, the 

help given to runaway slaves. Mir. Wertz, whose old home is in Quincy, in his 

youth assisted about fifty slaves in their flight from the South to the North, 

being familiar with every station along the historic South Mountain and 

Antietam Creek.

The Underground Railroad
by Hiram E. Wertz, Esq.

Pennsylvania
AJIGP

4
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Mr. Wertz could not say when the "Underground Railroad" was 
established; but presumes it was originated in the Philadelphia 
station, as that city cared for more fugitives than any other 
place along the borders of the slave land/ due to friends or 
Quakers residing there and in Chester and Delaware Counties, 
Pa. Philip Garret, a Quaker, who resided near Wilmington, in 
the state of Delaware, it is related, assisted 500 bondsmen on 
their way to freedom, and paid over $25,000 in behalf of them.

In the latter part of 1837, when Mr. Wertz was a lad, there came 
to his father's house in Quincy, a school teacher named 
Matthew Dobbin, the son of an Associate Reformed minister of 
near Gettysburg. It is a coincidence that on his father's farm, of 
which Matthew Dobbin became heir, the battle of Gettysburg 
wherein was settled the principals he taught with such insistent 
earnestness, was in part fought. Becoming an inmate of the 
Wertz home, Mr. Dobbin resided there until his death in 1855.

Mr. Wertz was further stimulated in this work by the arrest of 
five colored men who were taken temporarily to the village 
hotel. Hearing of this Mr. Dobbin rallied some of the citizens of 
the better class, saying that with them at his back he could 
demand the liberation of the fugitives. If the demand was not 
granted, then he proposed to use force. But the captors of the 
black men learned of the plan and hurried them away.

It was in 1845 that Mr. Dobbin first told Mr. Wertz, the author 
of this paper, that he had been engaged for several years in 
helping runaway slaves escape to the north. He said "he was 
getting old and feeble and wanted me to succeed him. I readily 
assented to this," says Mr. Wertz, "and became the captain of 
one of the stations of the remarkable Underground Railroad.11

The captors it turned out were citizens of the village, but hot of 
the better class. Their occupations were card playing, horse 
racing, etc. One of them removed to Virginia, where at the

Underground Railroad

Mr. kVerk's highly interesting narrative, which first appeared in the 
Waynesboro Record, was read before the Hamilton Library 
Association at its February meeting, while he was on a temporary 
sojourn in Cumberland County, and by request, readily assented to its 
reproduction before the Kittochtinny society, and its appearance in its 
archives. He could not however be present at the meeting here, and the 
narrative was accordingly read by Mr. T. /. Brereton, as follows:
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"A few days after the Battle of Gettysburg," continues Mr. 
Wertz, "1 stood on Cemetery hill, and, looking westward, the 
Dobbin homestead lay before me, the old stone house, in which 
the enthusiastic abolitionist had been bom, defaced with shot 
and shell, with devastation all around it.

"It came upon me in an overwhelming manner that if Mr. 
Dobbin could have seen this and have known that there the 
backbone of slavery's defenders was broken he would have 
lifted up his voice and in fervent tones repeated the language of 
the Prophet Simeon when the Christ Child was placed in his 
arms: ’Lord, now lettest Thou Thy servant depart in peace 
according to Thy word, for mine eyes have seen Thy salvation.

He would have seen the question of slavery practically decided 
by a momentous battle, fought partly on the farm on which he 
was bom and reared and which he afterward owned, Zeigler's 
grove and the national cemetery. Gladly would he have 
dedicated his land to this struggle, cheerfully passG into poverty 
to give this soil as the ground on which the legions of the north 
stamped out the pretensions of the fiery sons of the southland. 
When last in Gettysburg, two years ago, I learned that the old 
abolitionist's homestead had been purchased by the Daughters 
of the Revolution and fitted up as a museum.

Undocground Railroad

outbreak of the Civil War, he entered the rebel army, becoming 
valuable to the southerners in their raids into Pennsylvania. 
Particularly was he useful as the pilot of General Imboden's 
wagon train on his retreat from Gettysburg, by way of 
Greenwood, Marion and Greencastle.

"But before the battle I had been busy as a captain, for such was 
the title, of the Underground Railroad, The track which the 
fugitives used in passing through the sections in which I was to 
act as guide and preserver, led by way of the South Mountain 
from the Potomac river to the Pennsylvania border. Here the 
former bondsmen left the shelter of the deep forests and 
emerged into the open country. The first station In 
Pennsylvania was known as Shockey's. It was near the present 
village of Rouzerville, at the mountain's foot. Thence they were 
guided north, about eight miles, "to my father's bam, where 
they arrived generally in the very early morning and I fed them 

" and guarded them during the day. When night came I led them

north, about eight miles, to a settlement called Africa. This was 
near the old Caledonia furnace, owned by that great champion 
of the slave, Thaddeus Stevens. Twenty or twenty-five families
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"From the time 1 first assumed the captaincy of the 
Underground Railroad, in 1845,1 piloted at least forty-five to 
fifty Negroes, none of whom, to my knowledge, was captured 
and returned to slavery. As 1 have said, I kept them in my 
father’s barn by day and carried food to them.

"It would have been a sorrowful time for anyone to have 
ventured into this neighborhood with the idea of attempting to 
arrest any of the fugitives.

"From this point they were piloted through the mountains by 
way of Pine Grove furnace to Mt. Holly and Boiling Springs, 
and from there they were sent safely over the Susquehanna 
River. My personal knowledge of them ended at Greenwood.

"In this latter place was the home of Robert Black, another 
captain of the Underground Railroad. He saw to it that the 
fugitives were cared for, working along with William Hammett, 
then superintendent of Steven's furnace, which was located two 
miles to the east of Greenwood.

"Some were very hungry and wearied by their long travel afoot 
through mountains and forests. Some were very timorous and 
were startled by every noise. Some were depressed and fearful 
that after all their efforts for freedom they might be caught and 
taken back to their old masters. Others were full of confidence 
and in high good humor over having crossed the Mason and 
Dixon line. But all were willing to secrete themselves and keep 
very quiet for they knew that rewards were offered for them 
and that men, anxious to win' rewards, would stop at nothing 
to take them into the south land."

Undorgrourvl Railroad 

of colored people lived there and near the village of 
Greenwood.

A few instances in his experience Mr. Wertz relates that are 
deeply interesting. One morning he found four Negro men, one 
woman and a child in the bam who were brought there during 
the night from Shockey station at Rouzerville. He took them on 
to Africa the next station that night. When I left them they fell 
on their knees and with all the fervor of their nature gave 
thanks to Almighty God who had protected them on their 
journey. The next day the slave catchers were examining all the 
secret places for these runaways, for whom they learned a 
reward of $1400 was offered.



4/2/2010

t. "A year after this, the owner of two of these slaves, from 
Loudoun County, Va., came to see me and wanted to know 
how many of the slaves were captured by the party. He had 
received but one of his slaves, a girl, and was told that the 
other, a man, had escaped. Years afterward, one of the captors 
told me they had hidden the man and sold him for $1200.

"About 1852, a physician moved into our village. He had a very 
likely colored boy as servant, about fifteen years old. This 
doctor was not successful In his practice and had bad habits. 
Finally his circumstances became of the worst, financially. The 
colored boy disappeared and the doctor said he had run away, 
but I was told by the man who had given me the information in 
the incident previously related, that the physician had sold the 
boy to them for $100 and they had taken him to Hagerstown 
and disposed of him there for $1000.

Underground Railroad

At another time four men and a woman were intercepted by a 
well-dressed man, who warned them of the danger of passing 
through Quincy. He would help them if they would go with 
him and hide them where they could not be found, and when 
night came lead them to Africa. As they were about to enter the 
proposed hiding place, an honest old mountaineer who knew 
the character of their guide, pushed up to the crowd and 
exclaimed: "For God's sake don't go persuaded them that there 
was no danger and they followed with this man he will sell 
you." The oily tongued guide where he led. Separating from 
them he said it would be for a short time. Again the 
mountaineer appeared and urged them not to remain where 
they were. The oily tongued man returned with three slave 
catchers, angered when he found they had gone. With his 
confederates they scoured the neighborhood, and within a mile 
of Africa found this party pushing on to freedom, intimidating 
them back to the home of one of the party and kept them there 
as prisoners. Two of the crowd of slave catchers hurried into 
Hagerstown and that night a team from that place brought 
them back, loaded the slaves in the wagon and hastened with 
them to the jail in Hagerstown. Mr. Wertz continues:

"There were frequent sales of fugitive slaves In Hagerstown, 
men buying them there for plantation owners In the south and 
being altogether unscrupulous as to whether the Negroes 

f bought were bond or free. The fugitives I came in contact with
almost all frankly enough said that they would not have run 
away from them, except for the reason their masters were 
becoming poor and were finding it necessary to sell their slaves, | 

hnp9//pMhgp.flen6alogyvlll3gfl.com/undflrgtound¥ailr6adhtfnl
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"A bloody fight ensued. In the interchange of shots the slave 
owner was killed and several persons wounded.

"The changes that took place in the ten years between 1855 and 
1865 were momentous. At the commencement of the decade of 
1850 there were but two persons, Joshua R. Giddings and Owen 
Lovejoy, who had the courage to stand in the national House of 
Representatives and denounce slavery and ten years later the 
majority of the house was with those lone representatives, as 
was also the president-elect, who became the emancipator of 
the bondsmen.

"Several scores of colored men and a few white men were 
arrested for high treason and imprisoned in Lancaster jail. In 
their trial, the great commoner, Thaddeus Stevens, and a score 
of assistants, were the attorneys for the defendants and were 
successful in securing their acquittal.

"1 know of no fugitive returned to the south under the fugitive 
slave law. However, there were several attempts made in this 
direction. One was in Carlisle; the other near Christiana, 
Lancaster County, Pa., wherein a U. S. marshall and a score of 
deputies from Philadelphia and the owner of the slaves and his 
sons from Maryland, endeavored to capture two slaves who 
had taken refuge in the house of William Parker, a colored man.

Underground Railroad

Those 1 helped to the north were afraid they might be sold to 
hard task masters, and rather than submit to this had started to 

the north.

"There were other trails followed by the fugitives. One led 
along the eastern side of the South Mountain, with stations 
among the Quakers about Bendersville, Adams County, Pa. The 
principal station further east was Philadelphia, where the 
Quaker sentiment and settlement were both strong.

"To my personal knowledge I am the sole survivor of the 
captains of the Underground Railroad, and it Is also a face that 
all who engaged in the nefarious work of capturing fugitive 
slaves also passed to 'The Great Beyond,* and L trust the good 
Lord has been more lenient to them than they were to the poor 
unfortunates they so relentlessly sought."

The production held the rapt attention of members and guests, 
and brought to the recollection of the older members of tile 
society the names of others who were humanitarians ever ready 
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unaergfouna Railroad 
to assist the runaway slaves. There was an Africa at 
Mercersburg and a helper to assist in the work of thwarting the 
efforts of those who for the rewards offered made in a business 
to catch when they could and return the runaways.

Remarks on this line were made by Linn Harbaugh and J. S. 
Mcllvaine. The latter mentioned his personal recollections of the 
Christiana event mentioned in the Wertz paper. Mr. Mcllvaine’s 
home was near Christiana, and he was personally acquainted 
with the actors in this tragedy. Others who followed in the 
discussion, were M. A. Foltz, Judge Gillan, Judge Rowe, and Dr. 
Emmert. Judge Rowe spoke of the events from 1851 to 1861, 
remarking that it was difficult for the present generation to 
appreciate the events of those stirring times. Because of these 
facts Judge Rowe suggested that papers which refer to the times 
in which the good and bad are mixed, the names of those on all 
sides should be presented and preserved. * * *

Judge Gillan concluded his remarks with a motion that a hearty 
vote of thanks be given Mr. Wertz, the author of the paper, for 
his admirable production, and that with Mr. Wertz's consent, it 
was added by Judge Rowe, it be published in the next volume 
of the society, for which privilege the society would be doubly 
gratified.

Source: The Kittochtinny Historical Society, Peoples Register Print, 
Chambersburg, PA, 1911
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Appendix L - Heritage Areas

Table A: 2014 Heritage-Defined Visitor Economic Impact of 6 Study Heritage Areas

2014 Spending Impact of Non-local or Overnight Visitors

ROUTOG

For example, the shaded area in Table A illustrates the economic impact on Allegheny Ridge.

Specifically, visitors spent an estimated 344,903 party days/nights in the HA, spending nearly $66 million

in 2014. (Party days/nights accounts for all visitors within a group and the time they spend in an area).

Further, direct heritage-defined visitor spending supported 564 jobs. Adding indirect and induced effects,

the total jobs supported were 699. Jobs include both full- and part-time, consistent with employment

estimates of the Bureau of Labor Statistics. Similarly, Table A illustrates findings for labor income, value

added (Gross Domestic Product), and total output (sales). For example, labor income is measured as

income that includes wages and salaries, payroll benefits, and income of sole proprietors. The spending of

heritage-defined visitors in 2014 directly affected Allegheny Ridge salaries and small business owner

income by $14 million, which increased to nearly $21 million when including indirect and induced

effects.

Allegheny Ridge direct heritage-visitation spending contributed nearly $20 million to its regional

Gross Domestic Product (GDP). Including indirect and induced effects, the contribution increases to more

than $31 million. GDP or value added includes labor income as well as profits and rents and indirect

business taxes. Value added is the preferred measure of the contribution of an activity or industry to gross

The Economic Impact of Pennsylvania Heritage Areas 3

1.667

$30,318

$48,862

$90,403

626,045

151,750

4,336,559

1,056.641

344,903

$65,608

Heritage Areas 
"National

2,050

$45,873

$75,890 

$137,340

2,603

$53,628 

$82,316

$147,854

568 

$12,117 

$195,01 

$34,326

699 

$20,914

$31,137

$52,300

3,260

$78,396 

$126,814

$225,530

9,641 

$216,916 

$318,603 

$558,669

735

$19,152

$32,470

$56,282

"Alloghony Lincoln
Rldflo ^Highway____ Rood

1,034,486

258,873

12,271

$316,157 

$499,413

$891,101

564

$14,164

$19,534
$33,386

Note: Party days/nights accounts for all visitors within a group and the time they spend in an area. Source: 

Survey of visitors to 5 study heritage areas, 2014; 3,524 total respondents.

Susquohonno 
__ Gateway

209,535 

62.251

Visitors (# of Party days/nights)

Heritage Visitor Spending (OOP's) 

Direct Effect
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Labor Income (000's)

Value Added (GDP) (000's)

Output (OOP's)_______________

Total Effect
Jobs 

Labor Income (000's)

Value Added (GDP) (000's)

Output (OOCs)





Appendix N Civil War Trails

GETTYSBURG I CARLISLE
CHAMBERSBURG

War Is a choice, sometimes unavoidable, After a hard fought victory In Chancellorsvllle, 

but always a choice nonetheless. Within this VA, the Confederate Army found Itself battered 

decision Is an Infinite depth of others. Fight or and although not broken, severely bent. With 

run? Attack or defend? Press on or surrender? 13,000 casualties Robert E. Lee was faced 

with a decision: retire towards Richmond, stay 

And it is within these choices, both big and put and encourage Union forces to attack, or 

small, that great people are forged, great Invade Pennsylvania and head north Into the 

stories told, great moments defined. It heart of the Union.

Is within these choices that generals de

cide the fates of their men and weigh lives The Road to Harrisburg begins to tell the tale 

against possibilities. of the choice he made.

Cover Photo: Memorial Square. Chambersburg. Inside Cover Photo: The Civil War Museum; Photo left: “Moment of Mercy," Sculptor: Terry Jones. Photographer: Chris Helsey: 
Photo right: PA Past Players at Harrisburg Cemetery (Courtesy of Jeb Stuart)
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HARRISBURG
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TRAIN STATION
GETTYSBURG HOTEL

JENNIE WADE
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While It should never be the only place, It makes underrepresented In tales and tomes. You 

sense that Gettysburg Is the first that most can stop by the Jennie Wade House and 

people think of when the words "Civil War" hear of Gettysburg’s only civilian casualty, 

enter a conversation. It was here that President Jennie was killed Instantly by a bullet that 

Lincoln gave an address that changed history, cut through two doors as she made bread for 

It was here that General Lee’s Pennsylvania Union soldiers. Or visit the Shriver House, a 

Campaign came to a head, and It was here that well-preserved museum that tells the stories 

many believe the tide began to turn In the Civil of war from the perspective of the family who 

War. The beginning of the decline for the Con- lived there and shows just how close to home 

federate Army is as good a place as any to begin the battle came 

a Civil War Trails tour through Pennsylvania.

GETTYSBURG
MUSEUM?VISITOR CENTER
BATTLEFIELDS

The Gettysburg Museum & Visitor Center 

Next to the Majestic Theatre Is an unassum- Is a must. A new building, It has a wealth of 

ing old train station. It's orange, timeless, and Information for everyone from the amateur 

quiet This Is where President Lincoln first tourist to the lifelong enthusiast. But trying to 

arrived. Hts host David Wills met him and they tell where to go from there Is about the same 

strolled to the Wills' House on the diamond as throwing darts at a board that's all bulls- 

downtown. You can retrace his steps through eyes. If you can stay the night, wake up early 

the heart of town, or sit on the porch of the to visit the battlefields. Look out over the misty 

Gettysburg Hotel and watch the afternoon grounds as the first rays of sun paint long pale 

drift by across the faces of strangers as they strokes across the ambling hills and touch a 

pass the Wills' house, where Lincoln wrote the place outside time, a moment that Is eternal, 

final words of his Gettysburg Address.

The rest of downtown has a historic site every 

few steps. Some lead to shops and small 

museums, and some continue to tell of the 

sacrifices that fill the margins of our com

monwealth's story, sacrifices of those

I
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ALUSON-ANTRIM MUSEUM

Photo top-toft: Renfrew Museum; Photo bottom-toft: AUlson-Antrtm Museum; Photo right: Zion Union Cemetery

tng up to the Civil War. James Buchanan XI.

RENFREW MUSEUM
- MONTEREY PASS

Among those hills Is Monterey Pass, where on July 

4th, 1863 a nine-mlle long wagon train weath

Pennsytvania has been the birthplace of one

President, the man who led in the years lead-

Confederate invasions of Pennsylvania were not Just for supplies but 

also to round up freedom seekers and kidnap free men. Not far from 

town is the Zion Union Cemetery, home to the graves of 36 African 

American Civil War veterans, a shadowy reminder of the breadth and 

depth of their role in this great conflict.

Heading out of Gettysburg you quickly fall into 

the back-road scenery of the Pennsylvania coun

tryside on your way to some of the greatest small 

towns in America. The first one you come across 

is Waynesboro. As you ease through a town that 

hugs the Mason-Dixon Line you can feel the slow 

gait of Pennsylvania's past. The whole place 

is beautiful in a way you can't restore, but can 

only preserve. You can picture people sitting on 

porches and continuing the quiet momentum of 

commerce as soldiers marched through

Mrs. Steiger turned the General away saying that her children were sick 

and her husband away On their way to Chambersburg, Confederate 

troops ran into a livestock dealer, taking him hostage and stealing his 

horses. The man they captured with hope to ransom was George 

Steiger. But he escaped that night, making his way back to suprise a 

house full of worried family and concerned neighbors.

ered a deluge as thunderstorms lit the night with 

lightning flashes. It was the Confederate retreat 

from the Battle of Gettysburg. At the same time 

the Union Cavalry came across 12-year-old 

Hetty Zeilinger walking near her home. She not 

only warned them of the Confederates, but led 

them through the storm, directing their path so 

they could come upon the rear and flanks of the 

enemy. 10,000 soldiers fought there that 

night and more than 1,500 Confederates were 

captured, making Hettle not only a farmer's 

daughter, but one of the heroes of the second 

largest Civil War action fought in Pennsylvania.

Named for Greencastle in Northern Ireland, much of the downtown 

is the same as it was well over a hundred years ago. It was on July 

2nd, 1863, day two of the Battle of Gettysburg, that a small group 

of cavalrymen led by Ulric Dahlgren captured two confederate 

couriers as they entered the Center Square of Greencastle. The 

couriers carried a message from Richmond, VA telling General 

Robert E. Lee that General Beauregard's army would not be 

able to advance on Washington from Virginia while Lee was in 

Pennsylvania, a key break for

General Meade’s Union Army

And while General Pickett 

marched through town towards 

Gettysburg, a girl named 

Dolly Harris waved the Union 

colors In the faces of the 

Confederates, a bold show 

of courage and a symbol of 

a commonwealth united for 

its country.

Although often regarded as one of our nation's 
least prodigious leaders, the town still does its * 

due deference to its native son. The log cabin

where he was bom stands on the grounds of the Mercersburg Academy, 

a home to a number of famous alumni in its own right. It's a town full of 

tradition that hasn’t changed much over the years. The small square is 

not all that different from when General Jeb Stuart brought the Civil

War to the doorstep of Mrs. Steiger In October of 1862.

TOWN SQUARE
ZION UNION CEMETERY

s *



CHAMBERSBURG

Photo left: Statue of Union Soldier, Memorial Square; Photo right Heritage Center
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As you first happen upon Chambersburg, ft’s One of the buildings to survive the fire Is the 

hard to Imagine that In 1864 a large portion Franklin County Jail. It has a town hall grace 

of the town was burned to the ground. The for a place where from the gallows hung many 

square, or as they call It In these small PA menacing men. The county gallows rest In 

towns, “the diamond” is full of smiling faces, the yard, surrounded by high stonewalls and 

Near a sparkling old fountain Is a statue of next to an old apple tree. If you have time for a 

a Union Soldier facing south as If to warn of tour, the basement gives you a sense of what 

Incoming Confederates. The Union army, prison was like during the Civil War. The smell, 

however, provided very little in the way of low ceilings, and dim sharp light all give the 

protection for Chambersburg. feeling of disillusion, and the feeling that time

would slow down or speed up at Its uncertain 

A good place to start on this small town's will without regard for anyone Inside, 

story is at the Heritage Center, on the south

east comer of the square. The solid marble Before you continue on, you can stop by Mary 

building, once a bank protecting valuables and Rltner's boarding house, where John Brown 

money, now protects a wealth of Information, stayed while he planned the raid on Harpers 

In the vault are some of the real treasures, old Ferry. Known as the John Brown House, 

documents and artifacts, some you can even It blends into a row of other homes full of 

pick up and hold. families and stories all their own.

HERITAGE 
CENTER 
JOHN BROWN/ 
MARYRITNER 
HOUSE
FRAN KU N ~ J Al L 
LINCOLN HIGHWAY 

MURALS
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More Than a Footpath

MH I A T JOURNEYS I >1
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I’, swth central Pennsylvania, the Appalachian Trail 

Conservancy is pioneering a collaborative conservation project 

that reflects the visionary thinking of the father of the A T" and 

explores the emerging trend of landscape-scale conservation.

TO THE FOLLOWERS OF THE WHITE BLAZE, BENTON MACKAYE IS 
^rchdruid, or perhaps high priest. The Appalachian Trails origin story is well-known: in 

1921, MacK.iyc pens an essay in the pages of the Journal of the American Institute of 

Architects, envisioning a trail spanning the "Appalachian skyline" from New England to 

the Deep South. Skip ahead ninety three years and you and I can hike — if our legs and 

our spirit hold out — 2,185.3 mile* of clearly marked, well-maintained Trail between 

Springer Mountain, Georgia, and Katahdin, Maine.

MacKaye's thinking though was never constrained to an 18-inch wide footpath, no 

matter its length. The Appalachian Trail is simply the most tangible manifestation of a 

somewhat esoteric regional planning philosophy that was MacKaye's "larger work." While 

regional planning never truly became a prevailing discipline within land planning circles, 

in the last two decades an emerging landscape scale trend within the conservation move

ment is revisiting many of the principles that undergirded MacKaye’s thinking. And the 

Appalachian Trail Conservancy (ATC) itself is leading a landscape-scale conservation 

project in south central Pennsylvania that is proving once again the prescience of the 

iconoclastic father of the A.T.

The Appalachian Trail, as MacKayc made increasingly clear in the years that followed 

the publication of his 1921 essay, was conceived as an experiment of wilderness. Rather

More man a tootvatn:

THINKING ACROSS LANDSCAPES
BY JONATHAN PETERSON

ILLUSTRATIONS BY KATIE EBERTS



pjlachian Trail would hold utility only to the extent that it allowed The Appalachian Trail, as it enters Pennsylvania from the

a physical, psychological experience of wilderness: MacKaye's south, bisects the South Mountain landscape in a 6o-odd mile
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fertile valleys and communities. The 

uplands, some 2,000 feet in elevation 
and four to six miles in width, consti
tute the northern terminus of the Blue 

Ridge Mountains, a main geologic 

province of the Appalachian Moun
tains that the A.T. has followed from 

Georgia up through Virginia. Located 

within the Pennsylvania counties of 

Adams, Cumberland, Franklin, and 
York, the South Mountain landscape 

offers a unique convergence of natural 
and cultural elements.

The forested South Mountain, 
including the 85,000-acre Michaux 

State Forest, is perhaps the largest 
intact forest between Harrisburg and 
Washington, D.C., offering important 

wildlife habitat and innumerable 

ecosystem services, not the least of 
which is a seemingly limitless supply 

of clean water. By some accounts, 
nearly 80 percent of the region's 

residents drink water filtered and
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Trail was a pathway to a “somewhere" not found fixed on any map. jaunt from the Pennsylvania/Marylandborder to the Cumberland

To a hiker, this notion of a dislocated destination may (or may Valley north of Boiling Springs. Those who have read Bill Bryson s 
not) be disconcerting, but remember, MacKaye, along with the A Walk in the Woods may assume the A.T. assiduously avoids any 
likes of Bob Marshall and Aldo Leopold, was a founding member areas of real beauty within Pennsylvania: neither memorable 

of the Wilderness Society. This cadre of early conservationists vistas nor reliable water, but rather fierce rattlesnakes and a 

viewed wilderness not as a passing fancy but as a fundamental ceaseless sea of rocks. Those who have hiked — and especially 

need, a redoubt from an invading modernity that was everywhere those who lift an occasional eye from the Trail tread — may recall 

encroaching on “primeval" environments and the human spirit, a different landscape, and know that Mr. Bryson, in this particu- 

Perhaps more so than his fellow conservationists in the lar case, is not quite accurate.
1930s, MacKaye’s wilderness ethic was a tenet embedded in a The South Mountain landscape, a half-million or so acres in 
larger conceptual framework. MacKaye saw wilderness as inex- size, is defined by folds of forested uplands and the surrounding 

tricably linked to all that happens

elsewhere in our human landscapes of

communities and cities. Recognizing
these linkages suggested a broader

perspective, and pushed MacKaye to
train his attention on a geographi
cally regional scale that brought three
“elemental environments’ into focus:

the primeval, the rural, and the urban.

The manner in which these three fun
damental strands weave together to
form a landscape defines the nature of
the human experience within the

physical world.
And therein we find MacKaye’s core

philosophy: that comprehensive
regional analysis considerate of the

three elemental environments — and
the manner in which human activity
(communities, commodity flows,
employment, and leisure) manifest

within and shape these environments

— empowers communities to create a
world and human experience in which
our “psychologic needs" are realized. In finding a proper balance stored by the forests and underlying geology. Prom valley to 
of the dynamically integrated environments within our native ridgeline, everywhere is evident a deep human legacy: Native 
landscape, mere existence gives way to a more fundamental living. American quarry sites, Civil War battlegrounds, and a secret 

World War II P.O.W. camp More subtle but no less important la

LANDSCAPE, CULTURE. AND COMMUNITY CONVERGE
The Appalachian Trail then arose from a deeper core philosophy: important cradle of forestry and conservation when the 

what drove MacKaye from an intellectual standpoint was the nineteenth century iron tycoons proved the limits of these 
relationship of humanity to the physical world upon which we woodlands. The valleys too carry a rich agricultural legacy. The 

depend. A regional planner’s work was to find the balance across Cumberland Valley boasts some of Pennsylvania s most productive 
the elemental environments of our physical landscape as a means agricultural soil, and topography and geology converge in a 

of enabling meaningful, dignified human experiences. MacKaye, 20,000-acre nationally significant "Fruit Beit" along the eastern 

the regional planner, saw the Appalachian Mountains as a native toe slope of the mountains. And while one need not look beyond 

dam to stem an invading modernity threatening to homogenize the A.T. tn witness the region’s continued recreational value, the 
the three elemental environments into a single sea of the urban, story here is much larger as well. Its proximity to Baltimore and 

An Appalachian Trail would serve to break the invasion, preserve Washington. D.C. has made the South Mountain landscape and 
primeval environments, and provide human access into the its public lands an outdoor playground.

Thinking Across Landscapes... continued from page 19

than as a corridor of movement between destinations, an Ap« wilderness so central to our psychological nourishment.
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Benton Mac Kaye employed a fanciful literary conceit in his 
1921 essay: a "giant" stepped along the spine of the Appalachian

Jonathan Peter wn is an envfronrnental planner in the 

ATC's Mid-Atlantic regional office, where he directs 

the South Mountain Partnership.

Discover scenic beauty, history, delldous foods, 
wineries, state parks, theatres, and much more with 
the South Mountain Mobile Phono App. Visit Google

Play or the ITunes store on your mobile device and 
search for "South Mountain PA."

reinforce the common sense of place and underscore the we live. In shaping our interactions with the landscape, what 
landscape’s significance. Finally, the partnership endeavors to values are we seeking? How do we want the South Mountain 

translatetheconversadonintoactiononthegroundbysupporting landscape to look in a century, and what is our hope for our 
partner activities through a flexible mini-grant program funded communities herein?
by DCNR’s continued investment. Conservation at the landscape scale offers a means of

Collectively, these particular activities and programs define a empowering communities to conserve the interwoven fabric of 
strategic and specific niche for the partnership. As a facilitator, resources that are so critical to our sense of place and quality of 
integrator, interpreter, and catalyst, it strives to bring people life. Despite the ever-deepening technological mask that strives 
together across political and sectorial boundaries to highlight the to obscure this truth, our human lives are dependent upon the 
importance of the landscape and take action to secure its future, land on which we live. A comprehensive approach to considering

Rooted in the deep philosophical connections between physical land at a landscape scale—and the natural and cultural 
Benton MacKaye's regional planning philosophy and the elements that are interwoven therein — is critical to sustaining 

emerging principles of landscape-scale conservation, the South this ecological foundation and promoting the meaningful, 
Mountain Partnership offers the ATC a vehicle to explicitly fulfillingexperiencesthattranscendmerelyexistingtoreachthe  
explore landscape-scale conservation and the three fundamental more fundamental living that MacKaye sought 
shifts in scale —- geography, perspective, and process. And, 
really, who better than the ATC to be spearheading a landscape- 
scale conservation project?TheA.T., threading through fourteen Mountains in a few short paragraphs to sketch out the value of 

states and joinings vast span of the Appalachian Mountains, this repository of wilderness. MacKaye’s giant encapsulates the 
has stood as a landscape-scale project for nearly a century. But regional perspective so central to his philosophy* giving him the 

the lessons that are emerging from the South Mountain vantagepointfromwhichtoobservetheinterplayaftheelemen- 
Part nership suggest that landscape-scale conservation is about tai environments of our landscapes. As we reflect on the work of 
much more than an enlarged geographic focus — and, perhaps, emerging initiatives such as ths South Mountain Partnership, 
even that the shift in perspective to recognize the interrelated it’s clear that what MacKays envislanod In the early twentieth 
reality of the world and the shift in process to build a century, and spent his entire Ufa thinking about, b Increasingly 
participatory dialogue are actually the key elements of reemergingin the field ofUndscape-tcah conservation. How do 
landscape-scale conservation. we—as individuals, communities, and societies — Interact with

To me, what the partnership — and hence landscape-scale the physical world totthteve meaningful, dignified Ilves tn sur- 
conservation—is then is acollective conversation through which taming (and sustainable) landscajm? There are no easy answers 
residents and communities may envision the future condition of or solutions here, but work In this vein follows In the footprints 
our human relationship with the native landscape upon which of an intellectual giant. 4

3' viJ, m .n; i v.m jp.r j Tas s’ouildU Ur.dsc^.i-'Kaf? project for n-sarly a cen-uq
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attractions, how they compete or play together on a destination, 
and the third, cognitive one focuses on how tourists perceive at
tractions. In this paper, visitor attractions are approached through 
the lens of a cognitive perspective pertaining tourist perception of 
authenticity and place attachment.

Authenticity in the context of tourism suppliers is perceived as 
an essential asset of firms that provide services for consumers, 
which are not only satisfied with low costs and high quality, but 
also seek for genuine experiences (Pine & Gilmore, 2003). However, 
this approach ignores how consumers perceive authenticity. The 
current paper aims to bridge this gap by exploring the ways con
sumers perceived authenticity. Yet, instead of focusing on the 
general context of experiences, the work will explore the special 
context of tourism, and more specifically the ways tourists perceive 
authenticity of major visitor attractions.

The link between authenticity and experience has been widely 
discussed by tourism scholars (e.g. MacCannel, 1973; Rickly Boyd, 
2012: Wang, 1999). Apart from existential authenticity (Wang. 
1999), the main discussion has been between the essentialism 
and the constructivism perspectives, and questioned whether the 
authenticity reflects a true image of the past (essentialism) or if it is

Major visitor attractions stand out as the strongest pull-factors 
of a destination and are considered as key destination resources 
for development and marketing. They are often defined as flagship 
and/or iconic objects/structures/projects, which draw a relatively 
large number of visitors to their premises and/or to their region. 
Although they are often considered a catalyst for economic devel
opment (e.g. Grodach, 2008. Grodach. 2010; Plaza, 2008; Miles. 
2005; Law. 2002), there is insufficient knowledge on their tour
istic appeal, which has far-reaching consequences including the 
need for ongoing public funding to keep them operational 
(Weidenfeld. 2010). Visitor attractions have been analyzed out of 
three different perspectives (Brown. 2003). The ideographic 
perspective focuses on the physical and cultural features of a place. 
The organizational perspective discusses the relationship between
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22. Place attachment - the self and the place

2. Theoretical framework and hypotheses development

2.1. Authentic authenticity

of the self in context (external world) and a reflection of how true 
one is to oneself balancing two parts of one’s being, rational and 
emotional. This perspective defines “existential authenticity as an 
alternative experience in tourism" (Wang. 1999, p. 358) with a focus 
on how open minded the tourist is to his/her experiences in the 
liminal spaces tourism offers (Brown. 2013).

The kaleidoscopic twist in this study emphasizes a tourist 
perspective on authenticity being subjective and experiential 
(Kolar A Zabkar, 2010). This approach aims to explore how tourists 
perceive authenticity in terms of an evaluation of its "genuineness", 
when visiting major visitor attractions. In so doing, this research 
adds to the ongoing discussion of authenticity of visitor attractions, 
which, so far, has been mainly theoretical (Brown. 2013; Molleda. 
2010; Kiddy Boyd. 2012), and focused on antecedents and conse
quences of authenticity (Kolar & Zabkar 2010).

Extensive research addresses the construct of authenticity, its 
dimensions and different types of index to measure levels of 
authenticity in organizational messages and actions, as well as 
perceived authenticity from the stakeholders' perspective. Special 
attention was put on tools and mediators between the public and 
organizations (See Molleda. 2010). The meaning and interpretation 
of what is authentic and what authenticity means can be 
approached in at least three different ways: its characteristics, 
levels of verification (or experience), and a state of being. A sum
mary of the de/initions of 'authentic' from several dictionaries by 
Molleda (2010) can be used to describe individuals, objects, 
communication products and events, and all types of organizations. 
In tourism, it is often related to toured objects, tourism sites, and 
tourist experiences (Rickly Boyd. 2012).

'Authentic' is often described in terms of its characteristics being 
real, reliable, trustworthy, original, first hand, true in substance, 
and prototypical as opposed to copied, reproduced or done the 
same way as an original. Objective authenticity differs from 
constructive, symbolic authenticity (Barthel, 1996; Reisinger & 
Steiner. 2006) and is based on originality and the genuineness of 
objects and sites verified by experts (Kolar & Zabkar, 2010). Sym
bolic authenticity, in contrast, is determined by the tourist being 
subjective, negotiable and contextual. Within the framework of a 
constructive approach of authenticity, major visitor attractions 
offer services and experiences, which constitute economic value, 
and their scope of authenticity can include exceptional and refer
ential authenticity respectively (Molleda, 2010). Exceptional 
authentic refers to what"... people tend to perceive as authentic 
that which is done exceptionally well, executed individually and 
extraordinarily by someone demonstrating human care; not un
feelingly or disingenuously performed" (Molleda. 2010, p. 230) 
Referential authentic refers to what"... people tend to perceive as 
authentic that which refers to some other context, drawing inspi
ration from human history, and tapping into our shared memories 
and longings; no derivative or trivial” (Molleda, 2010, p. 230). 
Authenticity as a 'state of being* includes a philosophical discussion 

a subject to contemporary inputs and influences (constructivism) 
(for full review about the subject, Chhabra. 2008). However, this 
debate can be perceived as a sociological concern rather than a 
managerial issue, and thus does not correspond to Pine and 
Gilmore's (2008) ideas of authenticity. In line with Pine and Gil
more's observation. Kolar and Zabkar*s (2010) portrayed authen
ticity by the enjoyment of tourists and by the tourists' perception of 
"how genuine are their experiences" (p. 654).

Place attachment represents individuals' emotional bindings to 
geographic areas and has been researched for its dimensionality, 
effects and influence on tourists' perception of environmental and 
social conditions encountered on tour (Kyle. Graefe. Manning, & 
Bacon. 2004; Lee & Shen, 2013), However, its links to authenticity 
in tourism have been largely ignored. Therefore, this paper aims to 
explore these understudied relationships between tourist percep
tion of authenticity and place attachment in tourism, by focusing on 
the visitor attraction sector through from a cognitive perspective. It 
is original in suggesting indicators to measure perceived authen
ticity and place attachment of visitor attractions and in examining 
the concept of iconicity in relation to authenticity of major visitor 
attractions. Given that perceived authenticity and iconicity are 
often more relevant to the heritage tourism context, the paper also 
examines the influence of heritage value of destination regions and 
iconicity on perceived authenticity of major visitor attractions.

The emotional link between the self and the place is known in 
psychology as ‘place attachment' (Gross & Brown. 2005; Gross & 
Brown, 2008; Hidalgo & Hernandez. 2001; Kyle. Graefe. Manning, 
& Bacon, 2003; Kyle et al, 2004). This link produces "the sense of 
physically being and feeling 'in place' or 'at home’" (YukseL YukseL 
& Bilim. 2010, p. 275) and provides a sense of trust and security 
(Tsai. 2012). in tourism, place attachment is analyzed as a multi
faceted concept, which is constituted of two to four interrelated 
components (Gross & Brown. 2006. 2008; Hwang. Lee. & Chen. 
2005; Kyle et aL 2003. 2004; RamUnssoon. Weiler. & Smith. 
2012; Tsai. 2012; Yuksel et aL 2010). The first component, place 
identity, represents the identification of the tourist with a certain 
place or with its symbolic value (Gross & Brown. 2006. 2008; 
Hwang et aL 2005; Kyle et aL 2003. 2004; Ramkmssoon et aL 
2012; Tsai. 2012; Yuksel et aL 2010). The second, place depen
dence. describes how much a specific place meets the tourists’ 
needs, and can be perceived as the functional attachment compo
nent (Gross & Brown. 2006, 2008; Hwang et aL 2005: Kyle et aL 
2003. 2004; Ramkinssoon et aL 2012; Tsai. 2012; Yuksel et aL 
2010). The third, affective attachment, has so far received limited 
attention (Kyle et aL 2004; Ramkinssoon et aL 2012: Tsai. 2012; 
Yuksel et aL 2010), and refers to the strong feeling tourists feel 
towards a destination. The fourth, the soda! bond, does not relate 
directly to spatial aspects, but to the social relations a specific place 
enhances (Kyle et aL 2004; Ramkinssoon et aL, 2012).

The question if place attachment is best described by three 
different facets is still open. The different facets of place attach
ments were found as significantly interrelated in previous studies 
(Gross & Brown, 2008; Kyle et aL 2003; Yuksel et aL 2010). 
However, other studies refer to place attachment as a one
dimensional construct, either as a unified latent variable (Hwang 
et aL 2005; Ramkinssoon et aL 2012) or an observational 
construct (Prayag A Ryan. 2012). In the light of the interdependence 
between the facets of place attachment, and based on previous 
studies which examined the place attachment construct as a uni
fied dimension (Hwang et al.. 2005; Prayag & Ryan. 2012; 
Ramkinssoon et al.. 2012), the current study addressed place 
attachment as a unified construct with a single dimension.

Three branches were identified in the context of place attach
ment in the subjective tourist experience research: the first branch 
views place attachment as an independent variable or as an ante
cedent of tourists' behaviors and attitudes. It focuses on prediction 
of visit outcomes based on tourists' place attachment levels (Hwang 
et al., 2005; Ramkinssoon et al., 2012; Yuksel et aL 2010) and on 
prediction of pro-environment behaviors (Ramkinssoon et al, 
2012). The second refers to place attachment as a mediator be
tween antecedents and outcomes and analyzes the mediating
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2.4. Authenticity and (conicity of major visitor attractions

2.5. Iconicy, heritage, place attachment and authenticity

^^(Aaker, 1996), brand extension (Iversen & Hem, 2011), and country- 
^^Bof-origin effects (Dichter. 1962) one can also assume a spill-over ef- 

feet in a reverse order from destination regions to attractions on the

Tourism destination regions can be associated with famous per
sons, hallmark events, local products and specialties, high-impact 
transportation, research and knowledge infrastructure, and flag
ship buildings. As a consequence, the destination may constitute an 
experience value (Ashworth. 2009), Sydney, for example, is strongly 
associated with its Opera House and Bilbao with the Guggenheim 
Museum (Skiair, 2010). However, in line with research on branding 

2.3. Perceived tourism destination experience value and 
authenticity

The theoretical framework underlies a relationship between the 
sense of place attachment of tourists to major heritage attractions 
and the authenticity they perceive. This relation may be causal, since 
place attachment is considered as an antecedent of perceived 
authenticity (Hwang et al.. 2005; Prayag & Ryan. 2012: Tsai. 2012: 
Ramkinssoon et al.. 2012: Yuksel et al.. 2010) but also moderated

condition they co-occur (Van Osselaer & Alba, 2000: Van Osselaer & 
Janiszewski. 2001) and the consumer links them together.

In the context of historic places their heritage experience value 
is determined by religious and/or historic significance, presented in 
stories, rites, landmarks or artifacts (Caiver & Page. 2013) perceived 
as authentic representations of the past. These elements, which can 
have a value of their own (value-in-self) and/or be allotted value as 
a part of a contextual story (value-in-context) (Heras et aL 2013: 
McDonald. 2011) bring heritage experience value to a region or a 
place (Hargrove, 2002), which in line with the association theory of 
cognitive psychology (Neisser. 1976) spill over to other visitor at
tractions. Thus, a positive relationship between the heritage value 
of tourism destinations and perceived authenticity of visitor at
tractions are assumed (Kalavar. Buzinde. Melubo. & Simon. 2014:

the original theory. In this context it is not surprising that the 
explained variance of models, which refer to the third branch (Gross 
& Brown. 2008; Kyle et aL 2003: 2004) found to be relatively low 
(R2 < 0.25), except one result that focused solely on social bonding 
(Kyle et aL 2004). Hence, the current study focuses on place 
attachment of adult tourists as an antecedent of tourist experience, 
and not as an outcome of places and experiences. This corresponds to 
the core idea of attachment theory, which perceived the attachment 
style as relatively stable across life span (Ainsworth. 1985) and tends 
to be unaffected in response to ongoing events and experiences 
(such as visiting a new place). More specifically, the current study 
examines the relation between the sense of place attachment and 
attitudes of tourists in terms of perceived authenticity.

Research on the relationship between place attachment and 
authenticity remains limited. Tussyadiah and Zach (2012) indicated 
that the tourism experience of place may be linked to their feelings 
about authenticity, but provided no empirical evidence. Belhassen. 
Caton, and Stewart (2008) pointed on links between authenticity 
and sense of attachment among pilgrims, but never elaborated it to 
the tourism experience, while Budruk, White. Wodrich, and Van 
Riper (2008) found that place identity was the strongest predic
tor of perceived authenticity among visitors in a cultural heritage 
site in Arizona. Kianidca. Buchedcer. Hunziker, and Muller-Boker 
(2006) offer a more general view on the link between place 
attachment and authenticity analyzing the sense of a Swiss alpine 
village out of both a tourist and local perspective. They conclude 
that locals and tourists use the same landscape characteristics in 
constructing sense of place but associate different meanings to 
them. For tourists, categories relevant to sense of place are land
scape, social relationships, culture, leisure activities, and local 
economy, whose perceived authenticity is built on. Therefore, it 
could be predicted that place attachment is related to the authen
ticity perceived by tourists to major visitor attractions.

HI. A positive correlation would be found between place attach
ment and perceived authenticity 

Authenticity is communicated through heritage and links with 
past events, resulting in the continuance of myths regarding the 
production processes of certain style icons (Molleda. 2010). 
Authenticity of objects can be both a social construction and a source 
of evidence and are classified into two types of authenticity: iconic 
and indexical (Grayson & Martinec, 2004). Grayson and Martinet 
(2004) note that "index" refers to cues that have a factual and 
spatio-temporal link with something else, such as the link between 
an actor and his handprints. To view something as an index, the 
perceiver must believe in the existence of such a link by having some 
kind of verification, which can emerge out of consumers' personal 
experience (Grayson & Martinec. 2004). in such cases, objects are 
described as "authentic" when their physical manifestation re
sembles something that is indexically authentic (Molleda. 2010).

An icon is something that is perceived as being similar to some
thing else, and perceivers must have pre-existing knowledge or ex
pectations. Iconicity is the use of a mental template (such as iconicity 
with history, fiction or old things) or ‘composite picture' to assess 
whether something's physical manifestation is similar to something 
that is indexically authentic It creates a dialog over history, space and 
identity, values between marketers and consumers about authen
ticity, and is directly affected by social and cultural objectives 
(Grayson & Martinec, 2004) and products’ marketability (Weidenfeld. 
2010). Authenticity is denoted through physical attributes (indexi- 
cally)and brand essence (iconically). Authenticity of iconic attractions 
evaluated by consumers can be graded, not binary, as more or less 
iconic or indexical (Grayson & Martinec, 2004). However, a visitor 
attraction could not be described as iconic without having an 
indexical value. Therefore, in this study, we use the term iconic for all 
types of majorattractions, which include those characterized by more 
indexical and/or iconic authenticity than other visitor attractions. 
Therefore, the third hypothesis of the current study will be: 

H3. Iconic visitor attractions would be perceived by tourists as 
more authentic in comparison to other visitor attractions 

effect of the place attachment concept, between tourists' attitudes
and visit outcomes (Prayag & Ryan. 2012: Tsai. 2012). The third 
branch perceives the place attachment as an outcome by itself and 
tries to predict place attachment levels by using attitudes as pre
dictors (Gross & Brown. 2008: Kyle et aL 2003.2004). 

Place attachment is a concept that was derived from the 
Attachment Theory (Bowlby. 1969; Bowlby. 1973; Bowlby. 1980), a 
leading and influential psychological theory that perceives attach
ment as a relatively steady personality trait According to this theory, 
individuals possess a tendency to trust (or distrust) meaningful 
others, based on early childhood experiences. As such, the branches 
which focus on place attachment as an antecedent to behavior and 
attitudes or as a mediator seems to be a more coherent extension of . Yankholmes & Akyeampong, 2010; Poria, Butler. A Airey. 2003). 

Following this line of reasoning the second hypothesis is:

H2. Visitor attractions in places that have a perceived heritage 
experience value would be considered as more authentic compared 
to attractions in heritage sites of less value.
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3.2. Research instrument and questionnaire

3. Methodology

3. J. Locations and procedure

(MrttK*

Pertencd auth«nt«HvPlace attachment

dectattoatwiaM

In order to capture the differences between perceptions of 
authenticity of visitor attractions, a cross sectional design was 
adopted, with four independent samples of comparable populations. 
All the samples included tourists to major visitor attractions which 
attract a relatively large number ofvisitors compared to others based 
on official data on visitor numbers at two capital cities: Helsinki and 
Jerusalem (Helsinki's Official Travel Site. VisitHelsinki. 2013: 
Jerusalem Foundation. 2013). These two capitals are similar in size, 
and the home of about ten percent of their countries' populations. 
They differ in their heritage: while Jerusalem is considered as a 
unique symbol of spirituality and is loaded with historical monu
ments and stories (Jerusalem's Official Travel Site, http://www. 
itraveljenisafem.com), Helsinki is positioning itself as a modem 
city (HelsinJd’sOffidalTravel Site, http://www.visithelsinld.fi). in this 
study, Jerusalem represents a heritage destination, while Helsinki 
represents a destination with less heritage appeal to tourists. In each 
capital city, two major comparable attractions, which differ in their 
iconic nature, were selected (Weidenfeld. 2010). First, the most 
typical and centrally located iconic attraction was chosen, based on 
its salience in the official city website and touristic brochures. In 
Helsinki the iconic historical monument is the Dome (Helsinki's 
Official Travel Site, http://www.visithelsinki.fi) while in Jerusalem, 
it is the Tower of David (Jerusalem's Official Travel Site, http://www.

itraveljerusalem.com/). Secondly, another major attraction, which is 
located at an edge of town location was chosen. Helsinki zoo in 
Helsinki and Jerusalem zoo in Jerusalem (Helsinki Zoo's Official Site, 
http://wwwJcorkeasaarLfi) (Jerusalem's Zoo OffidaJ Site, http:// 
www.jerusalemzoaorg.il/).

In Helsinki, data were collected at the entrance to the Dome at 
the city center and the ferry line to Helsinki Zoo by two trained 
interviewers during June-August 2012. Data from Jerusalem were 
collected in the Tower of David, and Jerusalem Zoo, by two trained 
interviewers during January-April 2013. Given the differences 
between the two destinations in terms of seasonal fluctuation in 
international tourism numbers and more difficulty in capturing 
tourists in Jerusalem (more visited around Christmas and Easter) 
than Helsinki (a summertime destination), data was collected in 
different times and took a little longer in Jerusalem. The choice of 
on-site sampling was derived from the study objective, to study the 
attitude of tourists towards tourist attractions.

A self-report questionnaire that included four parts: place 
attachment, authenticity, information about the current trip and 
personal information was designed as the main instrument. The 
choice of a self-reported questionnaire was motivated by limita
tions of time and money, since face to face interviews with almost 
400 tourists would be highly costly. Four research assistants were 
hired to hand over questionnaires on sites and to deal with re
spondents' questions and requests for clarifications.

The first version of the scale was distributed as a pilot stage on 
August 2012 to twenty participants; five participants in each major 
visitor attraction (Helsinki Dome, Helsinki Zoo, Tower of David and 
Jerusalem Zoo). Their responses to the scales were monitored 
closely, and they were asked to give comments on the scale, which 
informed the design of the final version of the scale.

The place attachment scale was composed of three existing 
scales of place attachment (Cross & Brown. 2006; Kyle et al. 2004; 
Yuksel et al, 2010). However, many items of each scale repeated 
themselves in the three versions, and thus only a total number of 
fourteen items were included in the study. Based on the pilot stage 
(described above), another reduction took place, diminishing 
similar questions, resulting in the inclusion of seven items in the 
final version of the questionnaire (Appendix A). Respondents rated 
these items on a 7-point Likert scales ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 
(very much). The internal reliability of the final place attachment 
scale was found as acceptable and high (a Cronbach = 0.889).

The authenticity items were adopted from Kolar and Zabkar 
(2010) with minor adaptations. Examples for authenticity items 
are "During the visit I felt related to the history of cname of capi
tal:*" or "I liked the way cname of the attraction:* was designed". 
The participants in the pilot stage did not have comments regarding 
the authenticity items, thus the final version was identical to the 
version of the pilot stage. The reliability of the authenticity scale 
was found as acceptable and high (a Cronbach = 0.846). The re
spondents rated the seven items of place attachment and the five 
items of authenticity of one unified seven - point Likert scale 
ranging from one (not at all) to seven (very much).

Both place attachment and authenticity items were slightly 
modified to suit the nature of the zoos. The information about the 
current trip included items on the main purpose of the visit, the 
length of the trip and travel party composition. The final part of the 
questionnaire included persona] and demographic information 
such as gender, education, income and religious affiliation as well 
as other items, which are not addressed by the current study. Given 
that the study questionnaire was translated into two languages 
(Swedish and Russian), special attention was given to possible 

Fig. 1. The moderation effect in the impact of place attachment on perceived 

authenticity of major visitor attractions.
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by intervening variables. Hence. Belhassen et al (2008, p. 673) claim 
that "The toured objects and social constructions surrounding the 
experiences cannot be separated from the experience itself when 
analyzing it". The context influencing the experiences, heritage value 
of destinations and iconicity of tourist attractions may impact the 
perceived authenticity of visitor attractions. This is particularly 
germane to heritage tourism destinations, where visitors travel “to 
experience the places, artifacts and activities that authentically 
represent the stories and people the past and present” (Hargrove.
2002, p. 10). Long (2004), for example, explains how the Appala
chian food culture in Asheville village iconized in special foods is 
partly reflected on the authenticity of the city's Farmers Markets and 
local festivals. Similarly, the authenticity of signature buildings is 
dependent on their location; the ‘Teal" Eiffel tower located in Paris 
(has to be) is a vital component in the place branding strategy of Paris 
and France (Ashworth. 2009) and the Guggenheim-Bilbao Museum 
effects is an example of the embeddedness of an iconic building 
within its region (Plaza. 2000; 2008). Consequently, it is assumed 
that the potential influence of the personal tendency of place 
attachment on perceived authenticity might depend on the specific 
levels of iconicity of visitor attractions and heritage value of the 
destination region. Fig. I describes this model of moderation. Based 
on this moderation model, the fourth hypothesis is:

H4. the perceived authenticity of visitor attractions is influenced 
by place attachment and moderated by heritage value of destina
tion regions and iconicity of the attractions
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4. Results analysis

differences between the three different versions of the question
naire (English, Swedish and Russian). However, no differences were 
found (See Appendix B).

The estimation of the model with the empirical data was done 
by the partial least squares (PLS) path modeling method (Vinzi. 
Trinchera, & Amato, 2010) and was applied using the SmartPLS 
3.2.0 software application (Ringle, Wende, & Becker. 2015). The 
statistical analysis was performed using IBM SPSS (21). For testing 
the first hypothesis, which addressed correlation between the 
constructs of place attachment and perceived authenticity, a Pear
son correlation was performed. The second and third hypotheses 
that focused on differences between means of the perceived 
authenticity in different locations, were tested by using a t-test for 
independent samples. The fourth hypothesis of causal relations was 
studied by a linear regression, when the perceived authenticity 
served as a predictor for place attachment (the criterion). 
Furthermore, since the fourth hypothesis involved two moderators, 
namely - the heritage value of destination regions and iconicity of 
the attractions, an additional analysis was done using the PROCESS 
free tool for SPSS (Hayes. 2012). This tool enables the learning of 
conditional effects of one or more moderators while performing a 
linear regression analysis of cause and outcome.

both latent variables (Chin. 1998; Wong, 2013), Two approaches were 
used to assess the discriminate validity of the measurement model. 
First, an examination of the indicators' cross loading confirmed that 
no indicator loads higher on the opposing construct (Chin. 1998). 
Second, the Fomell and Larcker(1981) criterion was applied by con
firming that the square root of AVE in each latent variable is larger 
than other correlation values among the latent variables. -

The descriptive statistics (means and standard deviations) of the 
study's variables of place attachment and authenticity are pre
sented together with their F scores (Table 1). Results show signifi
cant differences between attractions in most items. In order to test 
the study hypotheses, two mean scores were calculated, repre
senting measures of place attachment (Mean = 4.277, SD = 1.149) 
and authenticity (Mean = 5.010, SD = 1.155). In both cases, F scores 
were significant and indicated on significant differences between 
the attractions with regard to place attachment (F(3,368) = 3.820, 
p < 0.01) and authenticity (F(3,367) = 44.744, p < 0.01).

A Pearson correlation was used to test Hypothesis H( 1) regarding 
a positive correlation between place attachment and authenticity. 
The correlation was found as high and significant (R = 0.708, 
p < 0.001) and hence supports hypothesis H(1). For testing Hy
pothesis H(2), which predicts a significant difference between the 
perceived authenticity in destinations with high versus low "heri
tage value”, a t-test was calculated between the mean scores of 
perceived authenticity for tourists visiting attractions in both cities. 
Results show that tourists perceived both attractions in Jerusalem, a 
destination with high "heritage value" as more authentic 
(M = 5.559, SD = 1.089) than both attractions in Helsinki 
(M = 4.392, SD = 0.887), a destination with relatively low "heritage 
value". This difference is found as significant (t(369) = 11.233, 
p < 0.001) and the effect size, using Cohen's d calculation is 1.17, 
which is considered as large effect (>0.80) according to Cohen 
(1977) guidelines. Thus, hypothesis H(2) was supported.

Hypothesis H(3) focuses on the difference in perceived 
authenticity between tourists to attractions with high iconicity 
value and to attractions with low iconicity value. For testing this 
hypothesis, a t-test was calculated to examine the differences in 
perceived authenticity between the iconic attractions (i.e. higher 
iconicity), Helsinki Dome of Helsinki and Tower of David together 
and both zoos (lower iconicity). However, the t-test was found as 
non-significant (t(369) = -0.669, p > 0.05), indicating that the 
perceived authenticity in the two high iconic attractions 
(M = 5.048, SD = 1.042) is not different than the perceived 
authenticity that was perceived in both low iconicity attractions 
(M = 4.967, SD = 1.270). As a result, Hypothesis H(3) was rejected. 

In order to test Hypothesis H(4), which predicts that the 
perceived authenticity of attractions is influenced by place 
attachment and moderated by iconicity (a characteristics of the 
attraction) and by heritage value (a characteristic of the destina
tion), a model of a linear regression with a moderating effect was 
calculated using the PROCESS free tool for SPSS (Hayes, 2012). The 
PROCESS tool enables to reveal the conditional effects of modera
tion and to test these effects as null hypotheses. The regression 
analysis was found as significant (F(5,365) = 143.867, p < 0.001) 
indicating that the effect of place attachment on perceived 
authenticity is moderated by both iconicity and the heritage value 
of the city. The explained variance was high (R2 = .663) and sup
ports hypothesis H(4). The findings which correspond to this model 
were generated by PROCESS and are presented in Table 2. However, 
only one of the interactions between the independent variable 
(place attachment) and the moderators was found as significant 
when the coefficient of the interaction between place attachment 
and iconicity is B = -0.133 and thus statistically different from zero 
(p < .05). In this context it is important to note PROCESS tool also 
displays the proportion of the total variance in the outcome

A number of one hundred and seventy six tourists were 
recruited in Helsinki, from whom eighty eight were targeted at the 
Dome, and the same number in the zoo. In the Jerusalem samples, 
one hundred and ninety seven tourists were targeted, of whom one 
hundred and seven were visiting the Tower of David, and ninety 
were visiting the Zoo. The total number of participants in the study 
was 373 (46% women). Most of the visitors reported belonging to 
the Christian religion (n = 165) or Judaism (n = 71). The majority of 
visitors to Jerusalem zoo were Jewish, whereas other visitor at
tractions (including Tower of David) attracted mostly Christian 
visitors. The tourists were generally young (under 34 years old) 
except in the Tower of David, which attracted older visitors (forty 
percent older than 54) than the other attractions. Halfof the sample 
reported having at least a college degree, except for tourists to 
Helsinki zoo, with only quarter of them reported having at least a 
college degree. In terms of length of visit in the different countries 
(Finland/Israel) and capital cities (Helsinki/jerusalem), no signifi
cant differences were found between the samples 
(F(3,355) = 0.329; F(3, 356) = 0.676 respectively, both p > 0.05). 
Other demographic characteristics can be found in Appendix C.

The current study is exploratory in terms of the relationship 
between authenticity and place attachment, and does not build on 
directly previous studies. As a consequence, the measurement 
model applied a Structure Equation Modeling (SEM) with a partial 
least squares (PLS) approach, which enables to estimate a less 
restricted model and does not need to be based on a solid theory. Its 
predicted-oriented nature makes it specifically suitable for 
exploratory stages of studies (Ayeh, Au, & Law, 2013; Henseler et al., 
2014; Wong. 2013). The PLS-SEM model analysis (see Appendix D) 
shows that all measures meet the commonly suggested criteria for 
measurement model assessment (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988; Chin, 1998; 
Fomell & Larcker, 1981; Holland. 1999; Wong, 2013.)

The indicators reliabilities were found as acceptable as all in
dicators, but one, met the preferred level of 0.7 or higher (Wong. 
2013). However, in exploratory stages a loading of 0.4 or higher is 
acceptable (Holland. 1999). The Composite Reliability (CR) measure- 
ments demonstrated a high level of internal consistency inboth latent 
variables, exceeding the recommended threshold of 0.6 (Chin. 1998; 
Wong, 2013). The evaluation of Average Variance Extracted (AVE) 
confirmed the convergent validity, when found as higher than 0.5 in 
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Conditional effects of the independent variable at each of the two values of each 

Moderators.

The primary objective of this paper is to improve our knowledge 
of the understudied relationship between authenticity and place 
attachment in tourism and appeal of visitor attractions. It also 
examined the concept of iconlcity in relation to authenticity of major 
visitor attractions. Given that perceived authenticity and iconicity 
are often more relevant to the heritage tourism context, the paper 
also questions the influence of heritage value of destination regions 
and iconicity on perceived authenticity of major visitor attractions. 
Hence it throws light on the understudied relationships between 
visitor attractions and their host destination region. It approaches 
visitor attractions from a cognitive perspective by measuring place 
attachment and perceived authenticity by international tourists, 
which has so far remained mainly theoretical (Brown. 2013: 
Molleda, 2010: Riddy Boyd. 2012). it particularly focused on place 
attachment as an antecedent of the tourism experience and on the 
tourists* seeking ‘genuineness* in the context of perceived authen
ticity of major visitor attractions (Kolar A Zabkar. 2010).

The study used a cross sectional design, with four independent 
samples of tourists to major visitor attractions in Helsinki and
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uniquely attributable to the interaction, as well as a test of signifi
cance (see Table 3). These results show that even though only one 
of the interactions was significant, their total effect was also sig
nificant (F(2,365) = 3.134, p < 0.05). This kind of situation, when the 
total effect of the interactions is significant while only one of the 
two interactions is significant is documented in the literature (for 
example - Hayes A Matthes, 2009). it supports the hypothesis 
regarding the moderating effect of both iconicity and heritage value 
H(4). Subsequently, the PROCESS tool enables to visualize the 
interaction, by producing the conditional effects of the indepen
dent variable at each of the two values of each moderators, along 
with a standard error, t, and p-value (Hayes. 2012). Table 4 shows 
that all these conditional effects are significant.
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The proportion of the total variance attributable to the interactions. 
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Appendix A. The process of developing the place attachment and the authenticity scales

After visiting the cattraction name> I feel that ccapital name> is a pan of me

Yuksel et al (2010) 

Kyle et al (2004)

Jerusalem. The analysis supported the existence of positive re
lationships between place attachment and perceived authenticity 
(HI) and shows that visitors attractions located in destinations of 
considerable "heritage experience value" are perceived as more 
authentic (H2) than those located in destinations with a lower 
value. This finding supports the assumption regarding a reverse 
spill-over effect from destination regions to their visitor attractions 
(Van Osselaer & Alba, 2000: Van Osselaer A Janiszewsld, 2001) and 
in particular the spillover of heritage value (Heras et at. 2013: 
McDonald, 2011). Perceived authenticity of visitor attractions is 
influenced by place attachment and moderated by the heritage 
value of destination regions and iconicity of the attractions (H4). 
Place attachment was found particularly influential in low iconic 
visitor attractions. The study shows chat visitor attractions 
contribute to the perceived authenticity of tourism destinations 
and also moderate the influence of place attachment on the 
perceived authenticity.

Hypothesis number 3, which tested if iconic visitor attractions are 
perceived as more authentic than other types of attractions, was not 
supported by the data. This could be explained by the lack of cues 
that have a factual and spatio-temporal links of the Tower of David 
(lack of indexical value) to the King of David and a lack of physical 
manifestation and stimulation of a dialog over Finnish history of 
Helsinki Dome. It is possible that both attractions have downplayed 
their marketing strategy in terms of creating a dialog with their 
potential customers over authenticity, which is determined by 
physical attributes (indexically) and brand essence (iconically), both 
affecting their iconicity (Grayson & Martinec, 2004).

The main theoretical contribution of this study derives from the 
empirically significant close relations that had been found between 
two theoretical constructs: authenticity and place attachment. 
While the former is based on sociological, managerial and philo
sophical grounds (Brown, 2013; Molleda. 2010; Rickly Boyd. 2012), 
the latter is environmental-psychological driven (Tsai, 2012). 
Consequently, the tourism domain in general and the visitor at
tractions context in particular, provide a common ground, which 
allows the two constructs to interact. The causal link between place 
attachment and authenticity, which is moderated by the charac
teristics of the attraction, provides an empirical support for the 
theoretical discussion about symbolic and objective authenticity in 
tourism. Part of the perceived authenticity is derived by subjective 
and psychological traits of the tourists, and thus is in line with the 
notion of symbolic authenticity (Wang, 1999). Yet, another part is 
influenced by the iconicity and the heritage value of the attraction, 
and as a result can be labeled as an example of objective authen
ticity (Barthel. 1996: Reisinger & Steiner. 2006).

Tourists' perceptions of attractions in terms of authenticity are 
partly dependent on where the attraction is located, i.e. the level of 
the destination heritage experience value. Implications for tourism 
marketing and development planning policies may include 
consideration for additional support such as financial incentives, 

which should be provided to visitor attractions located in low her
itage destinations in order to better link them to sources of 
authenticity. Example for these initiatives could include the attempt 
of Jerusalem zoo to display biblical animals whereby adding a sense 
of authenticity linked to the biblical ambience of the city 
(Jerusalem's Zoo Official Site, http://www.jerusalemzoo^>rg.i!/). 
More generic actions applying to increased authenticity in different 
types of visitor attractions can include engaging signage, innovative 
interpretations to enliven attractions through uncovering stories in 
a unique and authentic way (Northern Ireland Tourism Board. 2010). 

From a methodological perspective, the main contribution of 
the present work is related to the introduction of the PROCESS tool 
(Hayes. 2012) to tourism context This technique is appropriate for 
testing relations of interaction between variables, when the SEM 
procedure has known limitations in these cases (Tomartcen & 
Waller, 2005). Furthermore, Tomaricen and Waller (2005) noted 
that regression analysis is more informative than SEM, because it 
provides general assessment such as R2, but also individual-level 
features, which the SEM method does not report.

The conclusions presented have to be interpreted with some 
caution because of the limited scope and scale of this study. Four 
attractions in two capital cities were analyzed, and three theoretical 
concepts were scrutinized for their relationships. Authenticity, one 
of the main concepts analyzed in this study, had a tone of religion. 
There are other types of authenticity which might draw tourists to 
places and other approaches whereby this study could be repeated 
in different cities and different types of visitor attractions. Authen
ticity at cultural heritage sites is open to different interpretations in 
different cultural settings (Alberts & Hazen. 2010) and cross-cultural 
studies may ascertain the influence of place attachment across 
visitors of different cultures (Ramijksson et aL 2012). As a result, 
future studies may be conducted in other destinations, regarding 
different tourist attractions and address different constructs of 
authenticity and other aspects related to the relationships between 
visitor attractions to their host destination regions. Furthermore, 
future studies may also address socio-demographic variables such 
as age and gender, as well psychographic characteristics such as life 
style and attitudes and study the relation between these constructs 
to authenticity and place attachment.

Finally, the findings of the current study indicate close relations 
between authenticity and place attachment This may suggest that 
these are not cause and effect but two variables that are derived from 
a third, latent psychological construct This possibility calls for a 
further investigation in terms of a new measurement model as well as 
of analysis of latent variables or factors. According to Brown (2012) 
this future investigation should be done only with regard to a solid 
theory or empirical evidence. Hence, the present work can be 
perceived as the first step in the development of such a measurement 
model and consequently could contribute even more to our under
standing of how tourists and visitor experience places, and how the 
perception of places is shaped by deep psychological constructs.

Source 

Yuksel et al (2010) 

Gross and Brown (2006) 

Yuksel et at (2010)Participants felt it Is similar to

items number 6 and 7 
Participants did not understand Gross and Brown (2006) After visiting attraction name> I have a strong connection with people who visit ccapital name> 

the meaning of the item

Appears in the final version

Final decision 

Appears in the final version

Item (a generic version, without indicating the name of the attraction and the name of the capital)

1 enjoy visiting cattraction name> more than any other attraction in ccapital name>

For what I like to do during my trip to ccapital name>. I could not imagine anything better than the 

experience provided by cattraction name>
Participants felt that it is similar Cross and Brown (2006) | wouldn't substitute any other place in ccapital name> for the type of experience 1 have at 

to Items numbers 1 and 8 cattraction name>



(continued)

Source Item (a generic version, without indicating the name of the attraction and the name of the capital)Final decision

The attraction name> contributed to my sense or belonging to <capital name>Appears in the final version

Visiting attraction name> says a lot about who I amAppears In the final version

For attractions in <capital name> that I enjoy most, the attraction name> provides the best experienceAppears in the final version

Appears in the final version After visiting ottraction name> I feel that <capital name> means a lot to me

The <attraction name> contributed to my identification with ccapital name>

Visiting <capical name> says a lot about who I am

The <attraction name> contributed to my attachment to ccapital name>

Appendix B. Statistics of different versions of the questionnaire - in English, Swedish and Russian

T-test*/ANOVA“ place attachment T-test*/ANOVA‘* authenticityEnglish Swedish RussianAttraction

Appendix C Sample statistics

Country of residence GenderReligion Age Education Earning Occupation Trip type Travel partyAttractions

Tower of David North America - 21 Judaism = 13 Man. = 39Women = 49 <34 = 26 <HS = 5 No earner = 7 Leis. = 20 Partner = 20

Men = 5G

North America - 37Israel zoo Women = 46 <34 = 44 <HS = 2 Man. = 31 Leis. = 18No earner = 8 Partner = 18

Men - 42

Helsinki Dome Women = 42 <34 = 41 <HS = 9 Man. = 8 Leis. = 51 Partner - 21No earner = 10

Adm. = 11

>C = 12

Helsinki zoo

Adm. = 9

>65 = 0

35-54 = 

39

55-65 = 

25 

>65 = 15

35-54 =

27

55-65 =

13 

>65 = 5

Participants felt it is similar to 

Items number 1 and 8 

Appears in the final version

-1.270* (p > 0.05)

0.069** (P > 0.05)

2.484** (p > 0,05)

Participants felt it is similar 

to items 1 and 8 

Participants felt it is similar 

to items 6 and 7

Tower of David 

Jerusalem zoo 

Helsinki Dome 

Helsinki zoo

Participants felt it is similar to 

items number 6 and 7

Baltic countries = 17 

Russia = 9

EU-countries = 33

HS = 23 

<C= 15

Protestant = 21 

Catholic = 33 

Muslim = 0 

Buddhism = 6 

Atheist = 1 

Other = 2 

No resp. = 30 

Judaism = 56

Protestant = 4 
Catholic = 3 

Muslim = 1 

Buddhism = 9 

Atheist = 0 

Other = 3 

No resp. = 11 

Judaism = 1

Russia - 1 

EU countries 

(including UK and 

Switzerland) - 55 

Non EU - 24 

Did not answer — 6

Russia - 15 

EU countries 

(including UK and 

Switzerland) — 24 

Non EU — countries — 

4
Did not answer -8 

Nordic countries = 6

N = 107 

N = 74 

N = 78 

N = 70

N= 1 

N= 10

HS = 9 

<C = 5 

C = 35 

>C = 48

— 1.138* (p > 0.05)

1.347** (P>0.05)

2.764** (p > 0.05)

35-54 = 

29

55-65 = 7 C = 13

>C = 9

No earner = 13

One earner = 48 

Two earners = 27 Serv. = 30

Baltic countries = 8 

Russia = 8 

EU-countries = 27

Non-EU counties =■ 23 Buddhism = 10

Atheist = 10 

(representing Other = 7
33 different countries] No resp. = 5

Man. = 8 Leis. = 46 

VFR = 16 

Bus. = 11 

Stud. = 31 Pilg. = O

Protestant = 31 Men = 46 

Catholic = 18 

Muslim = 4

Non-EU counties = 23 Buddhism = 5 

Atheist = 13

[representing 27 Others 12

different countries) No resp. = 3

Nordic countries = 22 Judaism = 1 Women = 34 <34 - 52 

Protestant =16 Men = 54

Catholic = 35

Muslim = 4

One earner = 43
Two earners = 35 Serv. = 31

Stud. = 22 Pilg. = 0 

Other = 10 Other = 7

35-54 =

34

55-65 = 7 C = 29 

>65 = 6

Fam + ch = 4 

Fam = 12 

Friends = 21 

Org. group = 9 

Alone = 17 

Other = 4

VFR = 25 

Bus. = 5

VFR = 4 

Bus. = 2 

Pilg. = 19

Yuksel et al (2010) 

Kyle et al. (2004) 

Yuksel et al (2010) 

Kyle etaL(2004) 

Yuksel etaL (2010) 

Kjrfe et at (2004) 

Yuksel et aL (2010) 

Kyte et al (2004) 

Gross and Brawn (3)06) 

Yuksel etaL (2010) 

Kyle et al (2004)

Cross and Brown (2006)

Cross and Brown (2006) | get more satisfaction out of visiting the ottraction name> than any other attraction in <capital name>

Yuksel etaL (2010) 

Kyte et aL(2O04)

Cross and Brown (2006) Visiting ottraction name> is more important to me than visiting other attractions in <capital name>

Education: <HS = Less than high school graduate, HS = High school graduate. <C = Less than college graduate, C = College graduate. >C = Above college graduate.

Occupation: Man, = Managerial/professlonal. Adm. = Technical/administrative/sales/operatlonal/craft. Serv. = Service/self-employed. Scud. = Student.

Trip type: Leis. = Leisure trip/Vacation. VFR-visiting friends and relatives, Bus. = Business crip. Pil. = Pilgrimage.

Travel party: Partner = A spouse/partner. Fam.+ ch = Family with children. Fam. t= Family without children. Org. group » Tour/organized group.

Partner = 16 

Fam + ch = 15 

Fam = 12 

Friends = 22

Other = 10 Other = 14 Org. group = 9 

Alone = 13 

Other = 1

<HS = 8 

HS = 34 

<C = 24

Fam + ch = 4 

Fam = 2 

Friends = 19

Other = 36 Other = 27 Org. group = 11 

Alone = 6

Other = 33

Yuksel et al. (2010) 

Kyle et al. (2004) 

Cross and Brown (2006)

Fam + ch = 44 

Fam = 2 

Friends = 9 

Org. group = 4 

• Alone = 3 

Other = 8

VFR = 44 

Bus. = 2 

Pilg. = 9 

Other = 16 Other = 7

HS = 14 

<C = 6 

C= 16 

>C = 50

N= 13 

N = 9 

N = 8

One earner = 38 Adm. = 11 

Two earners = 34 • Serv. = 15 

Stud. = 4

One earner = 35 Adm. = 13 

Two earners = 42 Serv. = 16 

Stud. = 6
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Appendix P. Assessment of the measurement model (by using a PLS-SEM analysis)

Indicators Loading

Place attachment

Authenticity 0.891 0.621

Cross loadings:

Indicators Place attachment

Fornell-Larcker Criterion Analysis for Checking Discriminant Validity:

Place attachment Authenticity

0.788

Appendix E. Descriptive Statistics

Minimum Maximum MeanN Std. deviation Skewness Kurtosis

Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. error Statistic Std. error

370 1 -.0167 4.36 1.291 .127 -364 .253

370 1 7 4.24 -.2421.326 .127 -.179 .253

370 1 7 -.2104.29 1.561 .127 -.540 .253

370 1 7 4.16 -.152 .1271.569 -.536 .253

368

370

369

368

372

371

329

1

1

7

7

7 

7 

7.00

7.00

3,99

4.33
.254

.253

.253 

.254

.252

.253

1
1
I
I

1 

I 

1.43 

1.60

0.777

0.723

7

7

7

7

4.56

4.58

4.81

4.78

-327

-322

-.363

-330

-.859

-.695

-.095

-.263

.127

.127

.127

.127

.127

.127

.127 

.127

.126

.127

-.725

-.507

-.346

-.516

.253

.253

.253

253

Place attachment 
Authenticity

I enjoy visiting <attraction name> more than any other attraction in <capital name> 

For what I like to do during my trip to <capital name>. I could not imagine anything better than the experience 

provided by <attraction name> '

The <attraction name> contributed to my sense of belonging to ccapital name> 

Visiting attraction name> says a lot about who 1 am 

For attractions in <capkal name> that I enjoy most, the attraction name> provides the best experience 

After visiting attraction name> I feel that <capltal name> means a lot to me 

Visiting ccapital name> says a lot about who I am 

During the visit I felt related to the history of ccapital name> 

During the visit I felt related to the history of ccapital name> 

During the visit to cattraction name> I felt connected with the cwildlife/human history>

I liked the way cattraction name> was designed

I liked the way cattraction name> was designed

1.400 

1359 

1.14873

1.15519

I enjoy visiting cattraction name> more than any other 

attraaion in ccapital name>

For what 1 like to do during my trip to ccapital name>. 

I could not imagine anything better than the experience 

provided by cattraction name> 

The cattraction name> contributed to my sense of 

belonging to ccapital name>

Visiting cattraction name> says a lot about who 1 am 

For attractions in ccapital name> that I enjoy most, the 

cattraction name> provides the best experience 

After visiting cattraction name> 1 feel that ccapital name> 

means a lot to me
Visiting ccapital name> says a lot about who I am 

During the visit 1 felt related to the history of ccapital name> 

During the visit I felt related to the history of ccapital name>

369

370

371
During the visit to cattraction name> I felt connected with the 371 

cwildlife/human history*

I liked the way cattraction name> was designed

I liked the way cattraction name> was designed 

Place Attachment

Authenticity 

Valid N (listwise)

1.606

1.303

538

5.49

4.2769

5.0092

1.704

1.571

1.478

1.503

0.780

0.829

0.708

0.815

0.837

0.775

0.679

0.763

0.849

0.840

0.757

0.725

0.780

0.829

0.708

0.815

0.837

0.775

0.679

0.657

0.621

0.596

0.495

0.429

0.545

0.589

0.572

0.468

0.568

0.763

0.849

0.840

0.757

0.725

-.153

-.258

Composite 

reliability (CR) 

0.914

Authenticity

0.578

0.588

Average Variance 

Extracted (AVE) 

0.603

-.687

-.168

.455

-.151

-.080

-.273

1 enjoy visiting cattraction name? more than any other attraction in ccapital name> 

For what I like to do during my trip to ccapital name>, I could not imagine anything 

better than the experience provided by cattraction name> 

The cattraction name> contributed to my sense of belonging to ccapital name> ' 

Visiting cattraction name> says a lot about who I am 

For attractions in ccapital name> that I enjoy most, the cattraction name> provides 

the best experience

After visiting cattraction name> I feel that ccapital name> means a lot to me 

Visiting ccapital name> says a lot about who 1 am

During the visit I felt related to the history of ccapital name> 

During the visit I felt related to the history of ccapital name> 

During the visit to cattraction name> I felt connected with the cwildlife/human history> 

I liked the way cattraction name> was designed

1 liked the way cattraction name? was designed

Reliability and validity measures.

Latent variables
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Dear tourist,

Part 1 - Visiting Jerusalem and Jerusalem Zoo

Not at all Very much

1 3 4

2 3 6 74 5

5 6 73 4 5

1

, 1

1

9 6 73 4 5

10 2 3 41

4

4

How many days will you be slaying In Israel? (Please state number of days)

How many days will you be staying in Jerusalem? (Please state number of days)

(Please state number of the cunent day)

(Please state the number of past visits)

5. Other, specify 

6

6

How many times did you visit Jerusalem before the 
current visit ?

Please report which day ot your visit in Jerusalem is 
the current day? (the I*1 day, 2nd day, 3W day, etc...) 

3. Business trip
4. Pilgrimage

Please mention your typo of trip
1. Leisure trip/vacation
2. Visiting frlonds and relatives

S.Famlly without children 4. Friends
7. Other, specify 

3___ 4

3 4

2
2
3

2
5

6

6

2
7_

e

6

s'

K

2
2
2

2
2
5

7

7
7

2
4

2
2

2
i

2
2
4

7

7

2
3

2
5

2
2

7

7

2
t

2£
12

Please mention your travel party composition 
1. A spouse/partner 2. Family with children 
5. Tour/ organized group 6. Travollng alone

Please respond to each statement by indicating how much you agree or disagree with It, using the scale ranging 
from 1 - “not at all" to 7 - "very much".

We would appreciate It K you could spare a few minutes to participate In an International study that addresses the 
links between travel preferences and personal attitudes. We guarantee that your answers will remain confidential 
and will be used for academic purposes only. Please note that your answers should reflect your own personal 
opinion. Please circle the answer which best describes your opinion. Thank you for yoUr help, the Research 
Team

I enjoy visiting Jerusalem Zoo more than any other attractions 
In Jerusalem__________________________________________
For what I like to do during my trip to Jerusalem, I could not 
Imagine any better place than the experience provided by 
Jerusalem.Zpp.  ...  __
The Zoo contributed to my sense of belonging to Jerusalem 

Visiting Jerusalem Zoo says a lot about who I am___________
For attractions In Jerusalem that I enjoy most, tho Zoo 
provldos tho best experience___________________________
After visiting the Zoo I feel that Jerusalem means a lot to me

Visiting Jerusalem says a lot about who I am_______________

During the visit I felt related to the history of Jerusalem______
The overall sight and impression of Jerusalem Zoo Inspired 
me______________
During tho visit to Jerusalem Zoo I felt connoctod with tho 
Israoll wildlife______________________________________ __

J Tiked theway Jerusalem Zgowas designed 

I enjoyed the unique experience of Jerusalem

5 6 7

5 6 7

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2
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Part 2 General Information and personal a I liiudea

7. Other, specify

4

4

i. Female 2. MaleRease mention your gender

Please mention your level of education

Pieaso mention your age group

Thank you for your cooperation!

References

Harr much you agree or disagree with the statement 
7 Enjoy spending my leisure time observing animals’?

How much you agree or disagree with the statement 
1 Enjoy watching TV documentaries about Wildiite'

Here are a number of personality trails that may or may not apply to you. Please mile a number next to each 
statement to indicate the oxiont to which you agree or disagree with that statement. You should rate the extent 
to which the pair ol traits applies to you, even if one characteristic applies more strongly than the other.

8.1 prefer nol to 
respond

Pieaso mention your occupation
t .Managerlal/professional 2. Technical/admrnistrative /sales /operalional/craft 
3. Servlcefeelt-omployed

3. less than college 
graduate
4. College graduate
5. above college graduate

1. Less than high school 
graduate
2. High school graduate

Rease mention what Is your household earning composition 
t. No earners. 2. Single earner 3. Two earners

t.34 and younger
2.35-54

3. Catholic 4.
- Christian Muslim

Please state your country of residence ...._
II your country of fostdence Is different than your country of origin, please slate 
your country of origin . _ . ................... ................. ............

£ 
£ 
£ 
£ 
£ 
£ 
£ 
£
6

8
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Academy of Medicine, 61(9). 792.
Alberts. H. G. & Hazen, H. D. (2010). Maintaining authenticity and integrity at 

cultural world heritage sites. Ceographtcuf Review. 100. 56-73,
Ashworth C. (2009). The instruments of place branding: how is it done? European 

Spatial Research and Policy, I6(I). 9-22,
Ayeh. J. H, Au. N. & Law. R. (2013). "Do we believe in TripAdvisor?” Examining 

credibility perceptions and online travelers' attitude toward using user
generated content. Journal of Trmel Research. 0047287512475217.

Bagozzl R. P. & YL Y. (1988). On the evaluation of structural equation models. 
Journal of the Academy of Marlceting Science, 76(1). 74-94.

Barthel D. (1996). Historic preservation: Collective memory and historic identity. New 
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3

3 

£ 

£ 

£ 

£ 

£ 

£

3

3

1 
2
3 _

4
5
6
7
8
9
10

Not at all 
~2 

_2 
_2 
_2 

2 
_2 
_2 

2 
2 
2

5 
£ 
£ 
£ 
£ 

£ 
£

5
£
5

4

4 
4
4
4
£ 
4
4
4
4

Very much 

7 

7 
7 
7 

7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7

_1_
_1_ 
£

£
1
7 
_i_
7

Extraverted, enthusiastic 
Critical, quarrelsome___________
Dependable, solf-dlscfpllnod 
Anxious, easily upset___________

Open to new experiences, complex 

Reserved, quiet 
Sympathetic, warm 
Disorganized, careless 
Calm, emotionally stable 
Conventional, uncreatlve

5. 8.
Buddhism Atheist

3. 55-65
4. Older than 66

Belhassen, Y. Caton, K, & Stewart W. P. (2008). The search for authenticity in the 
pilgrim experience. Annals of Tourism Research, 35(3). 663-689,
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Books.
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York: Basic Books.
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Please slate youf religious allillallon 
1. 2. Protestant

Judaism - Christian

Very much 
S 6 7

Nol fit at/ 
I 2 3

Not at all 
1 2 3

Very much 
5 6 7
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September 29,2017

RE: Pennsylvania Portion Transource Independence Energy Connection Project

Dear Ms. Foster:

While agriculture and tourism are two Industry sectors that will be negatively Impacted by 

the proposed line, our office has received calls from other businesses ranging from 

manufacturing and transportation & logistics objecting to the project, several of the 

businesses are concerned that the placement of the towers will Impact future expansions.

PO Box 192

White Hall, MO 21161-0192

FRANKLIN
COUNTY 
.area 
^DEVELOPMENT 

CORPORATION

The specific cost in a present-day action for Transource to develop the electric transmission 

line project Is Identified as e $320 million Investment, per the June 2017 Fact Sheet of.the

The proposed Transource Independence Energy Connection Project Is raising considerable 

concerns given that it would negatively impact view shed and agriculture. The proposed 

chain of metal, high-voltage power line towers is distinctly uninviting and counter to what 

attracts visitors to the beauty of the county, in addition, and arguably more Important, there 

is documented evidence that proximity to power lines Is harmful to milk production. 

Regardless of what route is taken, it will impact production agriculture.

As a matter of background, the mission of the Franklin County Area Development 

Corporation (FCAOC) Is to formulate. Implement and promote a comprehensive countywide 

economic development strategy that results In economic diversification, planned growth and 

family sustainable job creation. Diversification Is essential to a strong economy and two of 

our strongest Industry sectors are tourism and agriculture. To that point, Franklin County 

tourism generates $326.7 million In traveler spendingannually, while our agricultural sector, 

which ranks second among the Commonwealth's 67 counties In the production of milk, 

cattle, peaches, apples and corn for silage, Is a $413 Million Industry.

Abby Foster
Community Affairs Representative

Transource Energy

PO Box 573

Harrisburg, PA 171084573

«
Ii

1900 U4wne Road
Chambersburg, m 17202 j

(717) 263-8282 
FAX (717) 263-0662 

www.fcadc.com
f



C:

I
Sincerely,

n

FCADC Board of Directors

Franklin County Visitors Bureau, Iric. 

Congressman Bill Shuster, 9th District 

Senator Rich Alloway, 33,d District 
Senator John Eichelberger, 30th District 
Representative Rob Kauffman, 89^ District 

Representative Paul Schemel, 90th District 

Representative Jesse Topper, 78* District

Abby Foster

September 29,2017

Page 2

Transource independence Energy Connection Project. Unfortunately, the investment does 

not have any Immediate direct benefits to franklin County residents or businesses. The 

benefits are intended to primarily benefit the Washington, DC metro area. In doing so, the 

long-term and far-reaching Impacts On the project In Franklin County will curtail future 

expansion of existing businesses, negatively impact dairy production, and forever change the 

Scenic landscape and view sheds Of f rankllrt County. For those reasons, the FCADC Is not 

supportive of this project.

L. Michael Ross 

President
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Economic Stimulus Benefits of the
or o

The economic stimulus impact of the IEC project is estimated for four distinct regions: (1) Franklin 

County, PA; (2) York County, PA; (3), the remaining pan of Pennsylvania; and (4) the state of Maryland. 

The IMPLAN model is populated with data provided by TtansoUrce, which reflects the best estimate of 

the local investments that will be made to build the IEC transmission project. This analysis does not 

consider expenditures Transource expects to make outside of Pennsylvania or Maryland, as those 

expenditures will have limited impact On the local economics of the two states. The total amount 

Transource expects to spend within Pennsylvania and Maryland to construct the IEC project is estimated 

to be between $24.4 million and $28.6 million.

The economic stimulus impacts of the Independence Energy Connection (IEC) transmission project on 

the Pennsylvania and Maryland economies are estimated using the 1MPLAN (Impact analysis for 

PLANing) model. The model estimates the direct, indirect and induced economic stimulus benefits 

associated with the planned transmission lines. ZXftcfCflfetW represent the changes in employment and 

economic activity in the industries that directly support the investment. For example, the IEC project 

uses the services of design, engineerings and construction companies and requires the purchase of 

equipment and materials. Indina effbcts measure the changes in the supply chain and inter-industry 

purchases associated with the transmission construction and manufacturing activities. This includes, for 

example, the benefits to suppliers to transmission equipment manufacturers, such as steel producers. 

Induced edicts reflect the increased spending on housing, food, clothing, and other products and 

services by those directly or indirectly employed in the development and construction of the 

transmission project.

The IEC transmission project will support 112 to 147 full time jobs, stimulate 
$35.7 million to $43.6 million in economic activity, and generate $1.7 million to $2 
million in new tax revenue in Pennsylvania and Maryland during construction.

pe

The economic stimulus benefits of the IEC project are reported as three metrics: (1) the number of jobs 

supported; (2) the overall value of economic activity stimulated; and (3) state and local taxes generated 

by the project. The stimulus benefits of the IEC project in Franklin County, York County, and the rest 

of Pennsylvania are shown in Table 1. The project is expected to support 49 to 60 hill-time jobs in 

Franklin County and 30 to 37 full-time jobs in York County, and to stimulate $16.4 million Co $18.7 

million in economic activity in Franklin County plus $9.6 million to $10.9 million of economic activity 

in York County during the construction of the project. The Franklin County government is expected to 

collect between $290,000 and $370,000 of taxes while the IEC project is being built, and the York 

County government is expected to collect between $190,000 and $240,000 in taxes. In addition, the IEC 

project is estimated support between 16 and 20 FTE-year jobs, stimulate between $3.4 million and $4.3

de

THE Brattle GROUP



Table 1: Economic Stimulus Benefits for Franklin County, York County, and the rest of Pennsylvania

Jmpact Type

Jotti SbpQortH

Actlvttv StrftufrtM (thouamM SiE£

Table 2: Economic Stimulus Benefits for Pennsylvania and Maryland

impact Type

Joba Supported (FTE-tmoI

$35,700

Stata and Local Thxm IthouwwH Si

brattle.comTHE

$60 

$60 

$70 

$190

$310

$180 

$320

$010

$170

$70 

$130 

$370

46

37

29

111

million of economic activity, and generate between $160,000 and $200,000 of tax revenue in the rest of 

Pennsylvania.

HI
(21
(31 
(41

IS] 

(61 

PI 

(8]

191 

(101 

HU 

(12)

$23,600 

$5,000

$5,300 

$33,900

50

35

31

117

26
19

16

60

$910 

$100 

$130 

$1,140

$80 

$60 

$100 

$240

14

13

10

37

9

3

5

16

10

3

6 

20

(91

HOJ 

mi 

(12|

39

33

24

96

$6,700

$1,700

$1,200

$9,600

7

4

5

16

$9

47

41

147

Direct Effect 

Indirect Effect 

Induced Effect 

Total Effect

Direct Effect 

Indirect Effect 

Induced Effect 

Total Effect

Direct Effect 

Indirect Effect 

induced Effect 

Total Effect

$890 

$50 

$80 

$U«0

(S|

16}

|7J

16)

HI 
(21
HI 
[41

The total benefits to the states of Pennsylvania and Maryland are shown in Table 2. Transource’s 

investment in the 1EC transmission project will support between 112 and 147 full-time-equivalent jobs,
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with 96 to 117 in Pennsylvania and 16 to 30 in Maryland during project construction. The jobs 

supported by the project in Pennsylvania and Maryland will depend what types of skills are available in 

the local labor market at the time of construction, but may include steel workers, linemen, equipment 

operators, construction supervisors, field engineers, or material handling specialists. The project would 

stimulate between $35.7 million and $43.6 million of overall economic.activity, of which between $29.4 

million and $33.9 million accrues to Pennsylvania and $6.3 million to $9.7 million to Maryland. The 

project will provide local and state governments between $1.7 and $2 million of tax revenue during 

construction, of which between $1.0 million and $1.1 million is collected in Maryland and $640,000 to 

$810,000 in Pennsylvania.

Economic Stimulus Bcridiis ol Ihe; Independence 
Energy Conneclion Piojecl

In addition to the local and state tax revenues collected during construction, as shown in Table 2, the 

IEC project will continue to generate property taxes in Maryland after construction is completed. The 

present value of all property taxes collected by local governments in Maryland over the lifetime of the 

project is estimated to be $6.4 million.

THE BrattlecRoup
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created
since November 2016

Franklin County's prime location along Interstate 81 is critical to attracting talent from 
throughout South Central Pennsylvania, as well as the Quad-State Region of Maryland. West 
Virginia, and Virginia. The region boasts a civilian labor force of nearly STS,000 highly UIHed 
and dependable workers within 40 miles of the heart of Franklin County!
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% Unemployed
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Franklin County boasts 
an extremely diversified 
and growing economy

Like your portfolio, diversification Is key... 
we could not agree more.

(Sokvc* Busms F«c«m> Ut* Amjai Rareung Aapoft'

Pennsylvania ranks 

6th in the 
Nation

for total manufacturing 
employment

2
Labor Force

77,066

13%
Government
Administration

^m12%
Transportation &
Warehousing

17%
Education/ 
Healthcare

4%
Construction

6%
Agribusiness
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Franklin County Comprehensive Plan

County-wide Goals

Goal 4:Continue funding of agriculture preservation initiatives

Goal 5:Emphasize revitalization of core communities

Goal 7:Foster a quality of life attractive to a plentiful, skilled work force

Goal 8: Encourage home ownership

Goal 9: Enhance pedestrian-bicycle connectivity

Goal 12:Nurture civic engagement and volunteerism

Goal 13:Encourage tourism-oriented initiatives

*

I I’D

Goal 10:Cultivate cooperative efforts between municipal authorities to 
implement infrastructure improvements and optimize service areas

Goal 3:Promote conservation of quality farmland, prime agricultural 
soils and the livability of communities embedded in rural landscapes

Goal ll:Support preservation of established culture, sensitive natural 
resources and scenic views

Goal l:Facilitate discussions and efforts aimed at strengthening 
dialogue between local, County and State governments

Goal 2: Encourage that future development and growth aligns with 
existing patterns areas where transportation and infrastructure 
expansion are invested

Goal 6:Continue cooperation with the Franklin County Area
Development Corporation to implement a comprehensive county-wide 
economic development strategy

Goal 14: Continue to develop and implement fiscally responsible 
budgets which balance needed public services
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We look forward to continuing our dialogue and working wrth you in hopes of establishing 
mutually beneficial terms for each easement required for the construction of this transmission 
infrastructure project.

While it remains our highest priority to successfully negotiate a voluntary easement agreement, 
there are certain steps that Transource is required to follow as part of the regulatory review with 
the expectation of project approval and the accompanying condemnation authority.

This filing is a regulatory requirement, and Transource is simply following the PUC process. It 
is important to clarify that TYansource will continue to negotiate with landowners in good 
faith and with a desire to reach an option to purchase easement agreement. Even after the 
filing, if an option agreement is signed, you wiH be dismissed from the condemnation proceeding 
and no further action will be required of you.

TRANSOURCE

As always, the right-of-way agent who's been in contact with you throughout the project 
remains your main contact for any questions or concerns.

The Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (PUC) requires specific documentation from public 
utilities building new electric transmission infrastructure in the commonwealth. In accordance 
with those requirements. Transource will be filing a condemnation application with the PUC in 
the coming weeks that wiH include the property owners impacted by the proposed route as part 
of the siting application process. The property owners named In the filing will be limited to those 
who have yet to sign an option to purchase easement agreement.

A-inn-^oioo
PA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 

SECRETARY’S BUREAU



May 10, 2018

VIA CERTIFIED MAIL

Independence Energy Connection Project - Option Offer LetterRE:

Dear Colt R & Kristyn Benedict Martin:

■incerely,

If you have immediate questions or concerns, or if you would like to schedule a time to 

meet with an agent to discuss the option offer, please contact me at 570-360-3463.

We are contacting you because our records indicate you own property along the proposed 

route for the overhead power line that’s part of the Independence Energy Connection 

Project. Western Land Services Inc. is the right-of-way company representing Transource 

Pennsylvania, LLC on this project.

An Agent from our Company has attempted to contact you to discuss the process of 

securing an option for an easement on your property for the safe construction, operation 

and maintenance of the power line. Due to our inability to coordinate a meeting to present 

an offer, please review the enclosed materials.

Enclosures: Option Agreement with three exhibits: Exhibit A - Map, Exhibit B - Easement 

Agreement and Exhibit C - Memorandum; Option Payment Schedule, and W-9 Form.

Colt R & Kristyn Benedict Martin 
8020 Hidden Valley Ln 
Waynesboro, PA 17268

I* 1 NNSVl VAN! Western Land Services

I

/

Sean Bush, Right-of-Way Agent

Western Land Services, representing Transource PA 

P.O. BOX 463, Chambersburg, PA 17201

TR NSOURCE
A . I I <



OPTION TO PURCHASE EASEMENT

day of 

WITNESSETH:

This Option shall include the following respective rights and duties of Grantor and Grantee:

1

The Easement Area will be a strip of land approximately one hundred thirty (130) feet in 

width to be in approximately the location on the drawing marked Exhibit “A”, attached 

hereto and becoming a part hereof. A final surveyed description of the Easement Area will 

be created and attached to the Easement and Right of Way document prior to its recording 

in the Franklin County Recorder’s Office, Commonwealth of Pennsylvania.

Grantor claims title by that certain deed of record at Deed Book 201618031, Page N/A in the 

Franklin County recorder’s office.

Line Name: Rice-Ringgold (PA) ROW

Line No.: TLN423.TPA101 Easement No.: 1093.00

2. During the Option Term, Grantee and its agents, employees and contractors, at their 

expense, shall have the right to enter upon the Subject Property and to conduct inspections, 

tests, assessments and investigations of the Subject Property including but not limited to, 

the right to cut down or trim trees, crops or vegetation as may be determined as necessary 

or convenient by Grantee for any such inspection, test, assessment or investigation; Land

Grantor, in consideration of the sum of Two Hundred Fifty and 00/100 Dollars ($250.00) (“Option 

Fee”) paid by Grantee (the receipt of which amount is hereby acknowledged by Grantor), hereby 

grants to Grantee the exclusive right and option, for and during the period of eighteen (18) months 

from and after the effective date hereof (“Initial Option Term”), to purchase from Grantor an 

Easement and Right of Way upon the following described real estate of Grantor (“Subject 

Property”):

1. Grantee shall have the right to extend the term of this Option for an additional six months 

(the “Extended Option Term”) upon written notice provided to Grantor on or before the 

expiration of the Initial Option Period and upon payment of the sum ofTwo Hundred Fifty 

and 00/100 ($250.00) dollars. (Initial Option Term and Extended Option Term are 

sometimes herein collectively referred to as the “Option Term”). This additional payment, 

if made, shall be treated as a nonreftmdable Option Fee under this agreement, which shall 

be credited to the Purchase Price at Closing.

This OPTION TO PURCHASE EASEMENT, made and effective this , 
2018, is by and between Colt R Martin & Kristyn Benedict Martin, husband & wife, whose address 

is 8020 HIDDEN VALLEY LANE, WAYNESBORO PA 17268, (“Grantor”), whether one or more 

persons, and TRANSOURCE PENNSYLVANIA, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, 

whose business address is 1 Riverside Plaza, Columbus, Ohio 43215, (“Grantee”) and its 

successors, assigns.



1. Grantor warrants that it has the necessary authority and title to Subject Property to grant

2

3. Grantor certifies that they have not entered into any agreement to encumber or sell the 

Easement Area prior to the date of executing this option and that during the Option Term, 

Grantor shall not, without the prior written consent of Grantee, enter into any agreement 

concerning the proposed Easement Area including but not limited to construction of 

improvements, the granting of leases, easements, liens, or any other action which would 

affect the proposed construction, operation or maintenance of the proposed transmission 

line project by Grantee.

5. If Grantee elects not to purchase the easement during the Option Term, Grantor shall be 

entitled to retain the Option Fee, and this Option shall terminate without further action 

upon the expiration of the Option Term. If, however, Grantee elects during the Option 

Term to purchase the easement, the Option Fee shall be credited to the purchase price of 

the easement, and the balance of the purchase price shall be paid at the time of the delivery 

of the fully executed Easement and Right of Way by Grantor to Grantee.

surveys; soil borings; compaction tests; archeological examinations (including digs); and 

environmental assessments. Grantee shall pay for any damages to crops of Grantor upon 

the Subject Property caused by such inspections, tests, assessments and investigations and 

in the event Grantee does not proceed with the proposed transmission line project. Grantee 

agrees to be responsible for any other damages to the surface of the Subject Property caused 

by Grantee’s entry upon the Subject Property.

6. If Grantee elects at any time during the Option Term to purchase the Easement and Right 

of Way, Grantee shall signify such election by mailing written notice thereof to the Grantor 

during the Option Term, and, within Thirty (30) days after any such notice is mailed, the 

purchase contemplated by such election shall be completed as follows: Grantee shall pay 

to Grantor the balance of the purchase money, and Grantor shall execute and deliver to 

Grantee Grantee's standard form easement, in the form attached hereto as Exhibit “B”, with 

all blanks therein properly filled in and said easement properly executed and 

acknowledged. The conveyance of said easement to Grantee will be free and clear of all 

liens and encumbrances whatsoever - excepting only those liens and encumbrances which 

were of record on the effective date of this Option, and subject only to real estate taxes and 

assessments against the Subject Property which are not delinquent. If, however, any 

assessments or real estate taxes assessed against the Subject Property are delinquent at the 

time Grantee exercises this Option, Grantee shall have the right to pay said delinquent 

amount including any penalties and interest and deduct said amount paid from the purchase 

price payable to Grantor under this Option for the Easement.

4. If this Option is exercised, the price to be paid by Grantee for the Easement and Right of 

Way shall be the sum of One Thousand and 00/100 Dollars ($1,000.00), which is for 

approximately One Hundredths (0.01) acres. If the surveyed acreage is less than the 

approximated acreage, the purchase price shall remain the same. If the surveyed acreage 

is greater than the approximated acreage, the Grantee shall pay the Grantor for the 

additional acreage at the same price per acre.



[Remainder of page intentionally left blank; signatures follow.]

3

10. Grantee and Grantor agree to execute a Memorandum of Option, the form of which is 

attached hereto as Exhibit “C”, which shall be placed of record in the Recorder’s/Clerk’s 

Office, at the request of either the Grantee or Grantor.

this Option to Grantee, and shall defend and hold Grantee harmless from the claim of any 

third party that Grantor does not have such authority or title.

This Option shall be binding upon and inure to the benefit of the parties and their respective 

successors and assigns.

f

■

8. This instrument expresses the entire agreement between the parties, and the agent securing 

this grant has no authority to bind Grantee by any verbal representation or promise not 

herein expressed.

11. For a period of thirty-six (36) months after the date of this agreement, Grantor, jointly and 

severally, agree not to disclose the contents of this Option to any third party, without the 

prior written consent of Grantee, and to keep the amount of the Purchase Price herein 

confidential by limiting disclosure of such amount to only their attorneys, accountants and 

other representatives working for them who have a legitimate need to know such 

information. Grantor will not use this information personally or in any potential capacity 

as legal counsel to other landowners on the transmission line route.

9. The mailing of written notice of election to extend the Option or purchase the easement, 

shall be made by Federal Express (or any other national overnight delivery service) next 

day delivery, addressed to Grantor at;

Colt R Martin & Kristyn Benedict Martin

8020 HIDDEN VALLEY LN

WAYNESBORO, PA 17268

Phone: ( ) -

Fax: ( ) -

Email: 
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Home FAQs About Us Contact Us

received What Distance is Safe?

What Level is Safe? FAQs abut EMFs Consult with Michael

Possible Safety Distances to Consider for EMF Sources

How to Test for EMFs

EMF

What Level is Safe?

What Distance is Safe?

What are EMFs?

WF
Safe Distance from Power Lines...

Three Kinds of EMI
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Electromagnetic Sensitivity

EMF Health Articb

F Videos by Michael

EMF Audio by Micha^
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eviews: EMF Test Meters

Instructions: Test Meters

Rent or Buy: Test Meters

a Body Volt MeterDIY: M.

DIY: Low-EMF Wiring Guide
Safe Distance from Cell Towers...

On-Site Testing: California

. 5-23I8 nr 1/4http://emfinfo.org/guidelines-distance.html
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The guidelines below are the minimum distances usually needed to reduce the EMFs down to the 
General Public Precautionary Levels. In many cases the distances needed will be less than is shown here 
— but in a few cases, a greater distance will be requird. Therefore, it is always best to measure with the 
proper EMF test equipment to verify distances for your situation.

If the electrical power lines are installed underground, the magnetic fields may be just as strong, or 
even stronger. This is because the power lines could actually be closer to you when only buried a few feet 
down, rather than up 20 or 30 feet overhead. For neighborhoods with buried power lines, you must always 
test with a gaussmeter.

Thus, there is no reliable safety distance for neighborhood power lines. In general, a magnetic field 
level of 0.5 mG will be reached somewhere between 10 and 200 feet from the wires. But you cannot tell by 
simply looking up at the power lines. You have to test on-site with a gaussmeter to be sure.

The strongest magnetic fields are usually emitted from high voltage transmission lines — the power 
lines on the big, tall metal towers. To be sure that you are reducing the exposure levels to 0.5 milligauss 
(mG) or less, a safety distance of 700 feet may be needed. It could be much less, but sometimes more. 
You must test with a gaussmeter to be sure.

It's even more difficult to predict a safe distance from neighborhood power distribution lines — the 
type typically found on wooden poles. For example, homes with a nearby transformer will sometimes have 
higher EMFs because the transformer is a hub and the power lines carry more electricity for a group of 
homes. The issue is complicated by the fact that there can be stray electricity flowing in the metal water 
service pipes of the neighborhood, increasing the magnetic fields from both the power lines and from the 
buried pipes!

Individuals with a heightened sensitivity to electromagnetic fields — or other serious health issues 
such as chronic fatigue, cancer or Lyme Disease — may want to reduce their exposures even further, 
perhaps down to the much stricter EMF Hypersensitivity Advisory levels. For these concerns, consider 
doubling many of the distances shown in the table below. And perhaps most important, please listen to 
your own body, intuition and experience as your final guide.

It is difficult to predict a safe distance from power lines, because the EMFs can vary greatly 
depending upon the situation. The best advice is to measure with a gaussmeter to determine the actual 
levels of magnetic fields and the distance required in your particular case. (Special note: magnetic fields 
are particular EMF component most often linked to health effects in the studies. They are measured with 
special instruments called gaussmeters.)

The following table of Safe Distances from EMF Sources is offered below to help reduce your 
exposure to electromagnetic fields (EMFs). But the actual EMFs emitted from different sources can vary 
greatly, and the distances needed to reach a desired "safety level" are difficult to predict. For more 
accurate safety distances, on-site measurements with appropriate test meters are strongly advised.

Michael R. Neuert, MA, BSME
www, EMFinfo, orq

"Helping health-conscious people reduce EMFs since 1992" 

1-800-638-3781 or (707) 578-1645

JUN 0 1 2018

Safety Guide

Power lines also emit electric fields. The electric fields from high voltage transmission lines (metal 
towers) can be very strong outside near the wires, and extend for over a thousand feet. However once 
inside the home, the building structure usually provides some shielding, and the electric fields from 
electrical wiring and cords will usually be much stronger than that from the power lines.

'VUg , I

5/22/J018
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Typical EMF Levels for Power Transmission Lines*
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Magnetic Field from a 500-kV Transmission 
Line Measured on the Right-of-Way 

Every 5 Minutes for 1 Week
Electric fields from power lines are relatively 

stable because line voltage doesn't change 

very much. Magnetic fields on most lines 

fluctuate greatly as current changes in 

response to changing loads. Magnetic fields 

must be described statistically in terms of 

averages, maximums, etc. The magnetic fields 

above are means calculated for 321 power 

lines for 1990 annual mean loads. During peak 

loads (about 1% of the time), magnetic fields 

are about twice as strong as the mean levels 

above. The graph on the left is an example of 

how the magnetic field varied during one week 

for one 500-kV transmission line.

•These are typical EMFs at 1 m (3.3 ft) above ground for various distances from power lines in the Pacific 
Northwest. They are for general information. For information about a specific line, contact the utility that 
operates the line.
Source: Bonneville Power Administration, 1994.
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Farm Hand Salaries in Pennsylvania | Indeed.com Page 1 of 1

Find Jobs Company Reviews Find Salaries Find Resumes Employers / Posl Job Sign inUpload your resume

Farm Hand job openings

Location

Pennsylvania

Most Reported

$7 25 Salary Distribution $17 45

How much does a Farm Hand make in Pennsylvania?

Farm Hand salaries by company in Pennsylvania

Average salaryCompany

$10.00 per hour

Farm Hand jobs in Pennsylvania

RECEIVED
JUN 0 1 2018

Find companiesCompany name

^Dismiss^
By using Indeed you agree to our new Privacy Policy. Cookie Policy and Terms, which we encourage you to review

https://www. indeed.com/salaries/Farm-Hand-Salaries.-Pennsylvania 5/23/2018

Salanes > Farm Hand > Pennsylvania 

<

Operator B
Marathon Petroleum Corporation

Pennsylvania

28 days ago

Please note that all salary figures are approximations based upon third party submissions to Indeed 

These figures are given to the Indeed users for the purpose cX generalized comparison only Minimum

wage may differ by junsdiction and you should consult the employer for actual salary figures

Milk House Farm Market Farm Hand
7 salanes

Milker/Farm Hand 
Lagging stream farm LLC 

Gettysburg PA 

Easily Apply - 30* days ago

Horse Farm Hand/Laborer 
Vieux Carrt Farms 

Gettysburg. PA 

Easily Apply - 30* days ago

Jobs - Career Advice - Hiring Lab - Browse Jobs - Tools - About - Help Center 

02018 Indeed - Cookies, Privacy and Terms

Orchard Hand - Laborer
Indian Orchards 

Media PA
Easily Apply - 30+ days ago

yJ

Farm Hand Salaries in Pennsylvania
Salary estimated from 68 employees users, and past and present job advertisements on Indeed in 

the past 36 months Last updated May 20, 2018

The average salary for a Farm Hand is $10 22 per hour in Pennsylvania which meets the national 

average Salary estimates are based on 68 salaries submitted anonymously to Indeed by Farm Hand 

employees, users, and collected from past and present job advertisements on Indeed in the past 36

months The typical tenure for a Farm Hand is less than 1 year

General Farm Hand 
Anthony Farms 
Mercer, PA 

Easily Apply -13 days ago

Farm Hand/Laborer 
Swatara Creek Swine Company 

Annville. PA
Easily Apply ■ 14 days ago

PA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
SECRETARY'S BUREAU

AWI-U.+oHS
A MH U40100

Average in Pennsylvania

$10.22 per hour 

e Meets national average

diiLMbdsbiLf^ Ji



Electricity - U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA) Page 1 of 2

Electricity

Current Issues & Trends See all»

< >

Recent Data

Key Indicators

Source: Electricity Monthly Update

See more data >

HOURLY ELECTRICITY DATA

Realtime electric system operating data

RECEIVEDUPDATED DATA SERIES

JUN 0 1 2018

SURVEY FORMS, CHANGES & ANNOUNCEMENTS

Electric survey forms >

Interactive Visualizations. Data. & Multimedia

5/23/2018https://www.eia.gov/electricity/
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